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| of widows and orphans, visiting the sick, or thos 
| to the cause of our Lord because he believes is 
| less because he sees something inScripture tha 


| reverence for God diminish because he believed 


‘Edttoridrst dant odvise you to print it” 


This past year I have enjoyed an exchange of 
letters with Bro. N. B. Wright of Studio City, 
California, even though each of his letters re- 
quires the best efforts of our whole family te 
deciper. Bro. Wright has an excellent sense of | 
humor and when 1 say that his penmanship leaves 
some to be desired, he will take it good-naturedly 
aslintendit. Bro. Wright said that one of his 
correspondents wrote and suggested that he try 
the other foot! There's a lot to be said about a 
man with a sense of humor. 





Bro. Wright is a Church of Christ preacher ané 
the editor of ''Deep Blue Yonder", a bi-monthly 
publication. He is also a premillenialist. (who- 
ever heard of a premillenialist with a sense of 
humor?) Bro. Wright believes the Bible teaches 
that Christ will return to earth and literally reign 
for a literal 1000 years. He has the courage tb 
state his convictions forcefully and without hesi- 
tation, and for this we must admire him. i 





There are some in my neighborhood who have 
long suspicioned that I am secretly a premillen- 
| ialist, and I can just imagine them saying now. 
as they read this, ''There, I knew it!” 


No, I am not a premillenialist. 










If I believed in premillenialism no one woul 
have to "suspect" it. I like to think that I hav 
the courage to say out loud what I believe. Buj 
Ihonestly cannot find the doctrine of premillen- 
iajism taught in the Bible, except as it may be 
obscurely couched in prophecies or in figurative 
language—neither in which I have the gift of 
interpretation or the imagination to work into a — 
1000-year reign theory. I am not saying anything 
here that Bro. Wright doesn't already know. 


Unlike some of my "straight-shoot'n" brethrei 
with the "white hats", I can't get all steamed u 
over the fact that some of our "other" brethre 
believe in the 1000-year reign. ‘So what!" say 
I. What does that have to do with anything? 
Does it change the way a Christian is suppose 
to live? Does it prevent him from taking car 














in prison? Is a premillenialist less dedicate 
premillenialism? Does he love the brethre 
others do not see? Does his faith waiver, of 
that Jesus will reign on earth. I think not. 
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To me, the important thing is to be on 
the right side of the Lord when he 
comes, regardless of what will be 
hereafter. But — cannot imagine that 
God would deny heaven to one who 
honestly believes that Christ willcome 
again to reign on earth for a thousand 
years. "But what about false doctrine?" 
some will ask. "Isn't premillenialism 
a false doctrine?’ Well, they have 
their prooftext and we have ours. Who 
has the perfect answer? (And does God 
require perfection in such matters?) 


lily notion of false doctrine is one in 
which all of the above questions have 
affirmative answers; e.a., if the teach- 
ing of a particular doctrine changes a 
Christian's behavior from good tobad, 
lessens faithand worship, discourages 
goodworks, and destroys hope and love, 
then rightly it should be referred to 
as false doctrine. But I cannot detect 
any of this in those who believe in 
premillenialism~in fact, the opposite 
may be true. As Leroy Garrett said 
of them inone of his articles, it seems 
that premillenialists are the only ones 
who truly look forward to the return 
of Christ. It is seldom preached any- 
more. I can see nothing in such a 


HOW OLD IS 


belief that should cause us to split 
churches. If we practiced withdrawal 
of fellowship with everyone with whom 
we discovered a doctrinal difference, 
we would be in fellowship with no one. 


Inoneof my letters to Bro. Wrightlask- 
ed him if he would set forth his views 
on premilfenialism inanarticle for the 
Ensign Fair. He consented to do so 
and when he sent the article he includ- 
ed this frank remark, "TI don't advise 
you to print it." (He, too, seems to 
understand the nature of brethren!) 
His concern is noted andit is appre- 
ciated. Well, why do we print it? 


Because we need to better understand 
brethren of differing persuasions, what 
they believe and why. What better way 
than to read it first hand? I prefer to 
learn directly from others what they 
believe rather than through someone's 
biased interpretation; and, who knows, 
by keeping an open mind we may learn 
something! I am convinced that if this 
was practiced on a wider scale, i.e., 
among all segments of the Restoration 
Movement, we would go a long way 
toward brealiing down those barriers 
which separate us. Let's pray that it 
may be so. See article on page 9. 


THE EARTH? 


Did Life Exist Before Adam? 


Some time ago I went on record as 
stating, ''Both science and scripture 
furnish evidence that life existed on 
the earth prior to Adam and Eve." 
That statement was intended for local 
consumption but was given a rather 
wide circulationand has initiatedsome 
flack fromvarioussources. The latest 
comes from Pervie Nichols of Clinton, 
Mississippi, who says "produce the 
evidence"’, and in this issue that is 
what I intend to do (see CREATION). 


HOW OLD IS THE EARTH? 


Frankly, I don't have the foggiest idea; 
and on top of that I don’t even care! 


But what I do care about is having an 
answer for our young people whose 
faith is sometimes shaken by the teach- 
ings of evolution. As teachers we 
must somehow find a way to reconcile 
the difference between scientific truth 
and Biblical interpretation, and es- 
pecially in reference to the age of the 
earth. There exists the traditional 
notion that the earth is 6,000 years 
old (derived from Ussher's dates), of 
which notion the scientist won't even 
consider because he knows better. 


As it has been said many times, there 
is no conflict between science and 


scripture except when men of science 
become unscientific and interpreters 
of the Bible become unscriptural. 


A mother called me one day, "Would 
you please come over and talk to 
(junior). He has some strange ideas 
about creation.” "Junior’’ had just 
returned from his firstyear incollege 
und the ideas he had about creation 
were "common" in schooland "strange" 
only to his parents. Junior's faith had 
been shaken by the teachings of evolu- 
tion and he was losing, not only faith 
in the Bible account of creation but in 
‘‘dear-ole-dad"' as well. Fortunately, 

in this case, Junior was able to weather 
the storm and as far as { know he is 
stilla fine Christian. But about 80% 

of those who attend our secular insti- 
tutions of learning are not so fortunate, 

according to the statistics. A great 
deal of the problem here must be as- 
signed directly to the church and to 
parents who continue to hang on toa 
concept of creation which is purely 
traditional. Our young people, in the 
main, are totally unprepared spiritually 
to survive four years of secular train- 
ing. itis reported that in one of our 
Texas universitiesa biology professor 
would begin his freshman class with, 
“You who are foolishenough to believe 
the Bible, raise your hand."' Imagine 
your son or daughter under the influ- 
ence of this man for four years! 


How to combat such influence repre- 
sents my sole interest in the subject 
of creation, except for a natural cur- 
1osity: and I curb the urge to become 
dogmatic in this area, and in any area, 
wierein Iam not qualified to speak. 


In my experience I have not found but 
few who would say out loud that they 
believed the earth to be only 6, 000 
years old. Yet, the thought lurks in 
the minds of those, like myself, who 
were brought up in a generation of 
legalism. {Iam using 6,000years as 
a common reference, as the figure 
varies anywhere between 6- and 10,000 
years. One ultra-conservative brother 
wrote recently, 'I don't believe the 


earth is more than 20.000 years old". 
Well...that's quite an improvement 
over 6,000). 

An elder, of the ''old school’, sat in 
on oneof my classes on''creation'' and 
took issue with me on the age of the 
earth. I ask him, "How old do you 
think it is? He said, "I don't know, 
the Bible doesn't say."’ ''Then you 
will admit,'' J answered, "that there 
could be a vast periodof time existing 
between verses 1 and 2 of Genesis ]." 
"Yes," he said, “there could be. "' 
"Could it be more than 6, 000 years?" 
"Yes,"' '—more than]0,000?" "Yes. '' 
'"-more than 80,000?" ‘I suppose so." 
“How about 1-million?” "Well, now, I 
don't know..." 


He never gave a clear answer to the 
l-miilion question, but he got the point. 
The point is that once we admit we 
don't know the age of the earth, and 
that there COULD be eons of time 
between verses 1 and 2, we forfeit all 
rights to dispute with science regard- 
less of what age they assign. If they 
say i-million or 1-billion we can't 
argue, and either age is completely 
immaterial insofar as being contrary 
to scripture. Any age beyond 6, 000 
does not conflict with anything that 
God has revealed to us... and it makes 
us wonder why all the fuss. 
In this same class, another brother 
presented me with the old standby 
"clincher" argument against the ‘‘old” 
earth idea, i.e., the "rock'' created 
on the first day to appear as if it were 
millions of years old, etc. JI admitted 
that his argument sounded good except 
for one flaw, ''Why would God create 
a tedge of rock and put a dinosaur 
skeleton in the middle of it!!" (in Utah 
I saw the fossiled imprint of the dino- 
saur skeleton that now stands in the 
Smithsonian Institute in Washington, 
D. C.}. Dinosaurs have not lived on 
this side of Adam and Eve, and as 
Campbell said, "Facts are studborn 
things."’ 
he man's '"'come-back" answer shock- 
ed me. "Well, the Bible says that God 
(continued on page 18) 
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Premillennialism 


N.B. WRIGHT 


Perhaps it would be well to approach 
this study from two viewpoints; namely, 
What It Is, and Why Believe It? If any 
of our readers are confused by con- 
flicting reports, we desire to present 
to you that which is called The Golden 
Rule of Interpretation. hen I suggest 
you read the Scriptures of both Testa- 
ments and make up your own mind in 
these matters. 


The Golden Rule of Interpretation 


When the plain sense of Scripture 
makes cOmmon sense, seek no 
other sense; therefore, take every 
word at its primary, ordinary, 
usual, literal meaning unless the 
facts of the immediate context, 
studied in the light of related 
passages and axiomatic and funda- 
mental truths, indicate clearly 
otherwise. 


A corollary might be stated thus: 
Follow this rule, you will never go 
wrong; do not follow it, you will never 
go right. 


The originator of this rule was aGer- 
man scholar of another generation. 
Perhaps it has been supplemented and 
refined by others, though we are not 
certain it is so. 


Premillennialism-what it is 


The word "millennium'' comes from 
two Latin words, meaning "thousand" 
and'"'years". It is based on the text 
in Rev. 20:1~6, where the term ''thous- 
and years" is used five times. 


Millennialism or the doctrine of the 
millennium refers primarily to a 
period of one- thousand years when 
Christ reigns on earth with His vic- 
torious saints. 


Theologians seem to insist on using 


A Review of Fundamentals 


do so. Anyway, the term '):remillen- 
nialism" ison the tongue of a multitude 
of disciples. Essentially, it indicates 
Christwill come before the millennium, 
since the prefix "pre" signifies before. 





There has been in the main three 
schools relative to the millennium. 
One, called Postmillennialism, held 
Sway in many regions until World War 
I. According to this school, the gospel 
will convert the world to the Lord 
Jesus Christ. Then He would come 
after the millennium to receive a 
converted worid—a thousand years 
after it was converted. This position, 
however, in view os the prophetic 
forecastof spiritual] decline in the last 
days, could not be well maintained. 
Then, the outbreak of WW I caused all 
but a fata] blow to this error. Now 
and then it continues to appear in re- 
ligious circles, but to a limited extent. 


What happened? When this position 
could not be maintained clearly by the 
Scriptures, and since conditions in 
society belie its thrust, many believers 
have swung to another extreme position: 
namely, Amillennialism. 


This doctrine simply stated is a stand 
"against" the millennium—a denial of 
it. Not being willing to accept the 
Biblical teaching on the subject, and 
not being able to maintain the post- 
millennial stance, the only recourse 
was to deny there ever will be sucha 
period of one=thousand years. To 
many of us—even to multitides in the 
Churches of Christ and a host of other 
religious folk (though we affirm that 
all saved people are members of the 
church of Christ regardless of their 
affiliations)—this position is far from 
being a logical one. It is a flat denial 
of the teaching of Rev. 20:1-6, anda 


host of other passages. One brother, 
well known to believers in each school, 
said- "I am Pro-millennial; that is, if 
there is to be such a time, I'm for it." 


Why Believe It? 


We wish to present two main reasons 
for believing in this period of time. 
True, the length of the glorious reign 
of the Blessed Messiah is given only 
in Rev. 20:1-6, but the character of 
the days is described in innumerable 
passages of Scripture. 


To refer to the selections in the book 
of Isaiah alone would be too many for 
us to list here. Let us mention two 
of them in the early chapters and then 
ask a question or two, 


Isaiah 2:2-4 shows Messiah in Jerusa- 
lem as He reigns over a warless world 
in righteousness. It is a time when 
swords give way to plowshares and 
spears to pruning hooks. We ask: Has 
this day ever been fulfilled on earth?— 
either literally or spiritially? Were 
y ou to deny it shall ever besoonearth, 
we ask: Where is your faith? 


In passing, we note Isaiah 9:6-9 and 
pause at chapter 11. In His righteous 
reign the wolf shall dwell with the 
lamb and the leopard lie downwith the 
kid; the young lion and the fatling to- 
gether—a little child shall lead them. 
Even poisonous serpents lose their 
venom. Verse 9 concludes with the 
statement: "...for the earth shall be 
full of the knowledge of Jehovah, as 
the waters cover the sea. Again we 
ask: Has this Scripture ever been 
fulfilled, either literally or symbolic- 
ally? The animals were not "wild" 
when they were created; but became 
so after man sinned. To faith it is no 
marvel that in the "restoration of all 
things" (Acts 3:20) the animals shall 
lose their ferocious nature and be 
friendly to man. And so, all nature 
shall be friendly (Rom. 8:20-23). 


The picture of the conditions on earth 
when the curse is removed (Zech. 14:11; 
Rom, 8:20-23) is given in Isaiah 35 


and Amos 9:11-15. Many Scriptures 
also include the restoration of Israel 
to the favor of Godand being re-estab- 
lished in the land. Isaiah 60 is impos- 
sible to explain apart from a literal 
interpretation (see Jer. 23:5-8; 32:37- 
40; Ezek. 34:23-31; Dan. 9:24-27; 
Micah 6:16-20). 


J.R. Clark, in his book, "'The Premik- 
lennial Position of the Primitive 
Church" (to be mentioned later) sug- 
gests this simple plan. To believe in 
the premillennial coming of the Lord 
Jesus, read Rev. 19 and 20 together. 
We would like to add this comment 
further: The church is found on earth 
in the first three chapters of Revela- 
tions; no other mention is made of 
her until the wedding with Christ in 
chapter 19; then she is in heaven with 
Him. Question: When did the church 
leave the earth? The promise was 
given to her in Rev. 3:20 to be kept 
fromthe hour of trial which is to come 
on the whole earth (the Great Tribula- 
tion described in Rev. 6:18). Many 
other Scriptures promise this deliver- 
ance. The conclusion is, if we let the 
Word have its say: The church was 
raptured (1 Thess. 4:13-18) after chap- 
ter 3 and was not on earth during the 
rest of the time of God's judgment on 
unbelieving man on the earth (chapt— 
ers 6-19). 
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Why Believe It? Indeed, it is a good — 
question. The foremost reason has , 


been given, namely, the preponderance 
of Scriptural proof. The second rea- 
son may be considered to be a clear, 
positive proof; and added testimony. 


The late J.R. Clark, in his book, "The 
Premillennial Position of the Prima- 
tive Church” (Word and Work, 2815 
Portland Ave., Louisville, Ky. 40202, 
75¢) shows conclusively that church 
historians, both those friendly to the 
doctrine and also those very antago- 
nistic to it, almost to a man, ail af- 
firm the primitive church was pre- 
millennial. The time includes not only 
the days of the apostles, but also the 
generation after the apostles who 
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knew them. There can be no question 
about this proposition. So we ask: ff 
the doctrine is wrong, why didn't the 
apostles correct it? They corrected 
many evils in their writings. 


Let us close with a series of events 
which have their comical side as well 
as serious angles. A _ hot-headed 
brother in Texas, through a religious 
journal published in Arizona, made 
this offer: '‘One-thousand dollars to 
any one whofinds oneverseof Scripture 
which proves Christ will return to 
earth to reign 1000 years."" He knew 


‘church 
A MISNOMER 


By Buff Scott, Jr. 
Cherokee, lowa 








King James of England (head of the 


Church of England) along with his 
learned Bible translators are guilty of 
giving us the word "church", which is 
a misnomer. It was a deliberate sec- 
tarian mistake for the King had refused 
to give the translators permission to 
translate certain terms. King James 
issued fourteen points to be closely 
adhered to. Point number three reads: 
‘The old ecclesiastical words are to 
be kept: as the word church, not to be 
translated congregation..." 


Contemporary religion has compounded 
the offense by creating establishments 
under the guise of "church"until mod- 
ern religion has divided and subdivided 
itself out of practical and impressive 
existence. 


The original new covenant documents, 
commonly but improperly called the 
"New Testament", were written in the 
Greek language. An English word 
which is supposed to be the counter- 
part of a Greek word must convey the 
same connotation or meaning as the 
Greek. "Church" does not carry the 


he was safe, just as we might offer 
100 dollars to one who can prove the 
sun will not rise tomorrow! Qur 
answer was in two parts; i.e.. (1) we 
know of no such verse; (2) we offer a 
free subscription to the Deep Blue 
Yonder (it is free anyway) to one who 
can find one verse which tells ALL of 
what God wants a sinner to do to be 
saved by grace through faith. 


Great was the silence thereafter! ! 


4312 Rhodes Ave. 
Studio City, CA 91604 
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same meaning as"ekklesia", the Greet 
word. Our modern word "church" re- 
fers to amaterial structure, or meet- 
ing place, or to a religious sect or 
faction. '"Ekklesia'' means ''congre- 
gation", "assembly", or "community." 


William Tyndale authored one of the 
earliest Bible translations, much 
earlier than the KJV. He translated 
"ekklesia"' as “congregation”, a non- 
ecclesiastical, non-sectarian term. 
He avoided many terms which the 
clergy deemed holy. The clergy con- 
demned his translation, as they sought 
to maintain sectarian and traditional 
creeds and dogmas and cling to party 
slogans. The clergy has always re- 
fused to abandon their sacred cow and 
suffer the lack of milk and honey— 
money and power. 


"The Authentic New Testament" was 
published in 1955 by Hugh J. Schonfield, 
thc: only Jew ever to translate the new 
covenant documents from the Greek 
language. The preface describes it 
"A non-ecclesiastical version, the 
work of an historian and man of let- 
ters, not of a theologian....'’ He 
changed church to "community" and 
baptism to "immersion."’ Other noted 
translators have changed ekklesia to 
congregation, assembly, or community, 
instead of 'church."" King James did 
not want to be known merely as King 


-continued on page 19 
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R L. KILPATRICK 


It is impossible to imagine how sin 
could have originated in a perfect 
being in a perfect universe and in the 
perfect surroundings of heaven. It 
would be more understandabte if evil 
had already existed, for then we could 
blame it on external influence; but no 
such evil existed prior tothat first sin. 
So we are left with the unanswerable 
question of how sin originated. We can 
only attest to the fact that it did, as 
we can all affirm. 


THE COVERING CHERUB 


Even though there is very little scrip- 
ture dealing with sin's origin, we do 
believe there is enough evidence to 
channel us into a line of thought. Did 
Isaiah show us the origin when he said: 


How art thou fallen from heaven 
O Lucifer, son of morning! How 
art thou cut down to the ground, 
which did weaken the nations. For 
thou hast said in thine heart, "I 
will ascend into heaven, I will ex- 
alt my throne above the stars of 
God.I will sit also upon the mount 
of the congregation in the sides 
of the north: I will ascend above 
the heights of the clouds; I will be 
like the Most High." Yet, thou 
shall be brought down to hell, to 
the sides of the pit (Isa. 14:12-15)}. 


Scholars generally believe that Lucifer 
was the angel whom we know as Satan 
after the fall from heaven. This is 
the PERSON. The REASON is pride. 
Lucifer wanted to be God, even greater 
than God. The PLACE was heaven. 


CREATION © .3 
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Isaiah's record harmonizes perfectly 
with Jude's statement in verse 6. 


And the angels that did not keep 
their own PoSition but left their 
proper dwelling have been kept by 
him in eternal chains in the nether 
gloom until the judgment of the 
great day. 


Notice that angels also fell with Satan, 
they that left their ''positions" which 
was their "proper dwelling.'' There- 
fore, not only did Satan fall but it 
seems a number of that angelic host 
came under his influence and joined 
in the rebellion. 


Peter also recognizes the fall of angels. 


For if God did not spare the angels 
when they sinned, but cast them 
into hell and committed them to 
the pitsof nether gloom to bekept 
until the judgment...” (If Pet. 2:4). 


It is noteworthy that some cf that re- 
bellious host were cast directly into 
hell and are there even now. Yet, we 
read in many N. T. passages where 
demons, or evil spirits, still roam 
about and for some unknown reason 
were not cast into hell. 


Many believe that John, in Revelations 
12:7-9, records the heavenly rebellion 
referenced by {saiah, Jude, and Peter. 


Now war arose in heaven, Michael 
and his angels fighting against the 
dragon and the dragon and his 
angels fought, but were defeated 
and there was no longer any place 





for them in heaven. And the great 
dragon was thrown down, that 
ancient serpent, who is called the 
Devil and Satan, the deceiver of 
the whole world —he was thrown 
down to the earth, and his angels 
were thrown down with him. 


If John was referring to that ancient 
fall, and there is noreasonto conclude 
otherwise, then take note that those 
rebellious angels were "thrown down 
to the EARTH". which obviously means 
the earth existed before the fall. 


Even thoughwe have but few scriptures 
that speak of the fall of Satan, what 
few there are harmonizes perfectly. 
The harmony continues in Ezekiel 28: 
11:19, where Satan is portrayed under 
the figure of the ''King of Tyre." It is 
evident from the text that the prophet 
bases his prophesy of a future event 
upon an ancient similarity which is 
easily recognized. No such person 
present or future fits the description 
recorded by Ezekiel. The following is 
an extract of significant portions of 
his passage. This person was: 


..-fuli of wisdom and perfect in 
beauty. Thou hast been in Eden the 
garden of God; every precious stone 
was thy covering in the day thou 
wast created. Thou art the anoint- 
ed cherub that covereth; and I have 
set thee so; thou wast upontheholy 
mountain of God...'‘fhou wast per- 
fect in thy ways from the day thou 
was created, till iniquity was found 
in thee... Therefore, I will cast 
thee as profane out of the mountain 
of God...thine heart was lifted up 
because of thy beauty, thou hast 
corrupted thy wisdom by reason 
of thy brightness. .. 


In scripture we can read of but one 
other person who occupies sucha lofty 
position as the one described here, 
that is JesusHimself. We can assume 
that these two"anointed" ones occupi- 
ed comparable positions in the heavenly 
realm. In prophesy, ''Holy Mountain" 


always refers to an exalted place or 
position, as the church prophesy of 
Isaiah 2:2: ''And it shall come to pass 
in the latter days that the MOUNTAIN 
of the house of the Lord shall be es- 
tablished as the HIGHEST of the mount- 
ains...'' That is, the church was to 
be exalted above ail kingdoms. 


Therefore, the "mountain of God" in 
Ezekiel 28 refers tosome great posi- 
tion and principality. This fact is 
borne out by Isaiah's account that Lu- 
cifer contemplated setting his ''throne 
above the stars of God." 


From Ezekiel's record we may gather 
the following facts about this unnamed 
person: 


He was an exalted person. 

He was created (see Ps. 148). 

His residence was a "mineral" 
Eden rather than botanical. 

He wasperfectin wisdom, beauty, 
and in all his ways. 

He was the “’anointed" (chosen) 
one, SET upon a throne. 

He was lifted up by "pride." 

He was cast out of heaven. 


Since the person of Adam is obviously 
ruled out, this can leave no other 
person except the one described by 
Isaiah as Lucifer, and subsequently 
Satan. 


Some believe that Lucifer was God's 
chief Guardian Angel by the fact that 
he was the “anointed cherub that cov- 
ereth, " and the fact that the apparent 
role of cherubs was to "protect." 


There are only twooccasions mention- 
ed in scripture which might give us a 
clue as to the role of cherubs. 


In Genesis 3:24, two cherubs were 
placed at the entrance of the Garden 
of Eden with flaming swords “to guard 
the way to the tree of life." The tree 
of life was symbolic of God, the source 
of all life. God, being holy, was not 
to be approached by anyone unclean. 
The role of the two cherubs was to 
protect the holiness of God. 





In Exodus 25:19, 20, God told Moses to 
place a cherub at each end of the Ark 
of the Covenant, facing each other, 
wings outstretched, and looking down 
as if watching the contents of the Ark. 
Theark of the covenant housed the two 
tables of stone, in addition to manna 
and Aaron's rod, containing the law of 
God. The suggestion is that the Word 
of God is to be protected, as well as 
preserved, forever. Other than this 
we lknow of no probable reason for 
referring to Lucifer as God's guardian 
angel. 


The close harmony of the inspired 
writers becomes mre apparent when 
placed side by side: 


-of residence- 


mow thou art falled from 
heaven. 

Ezekiel: Thou hast been in Eden the 

garden of God 

Jude: Angels left their proper 
dwelling - and 

no longer any place for them 
in heaven. 


Isaiah: 





Rev.: 





-of personis)- 


Isaiah: Lucifer, Son of Morning, 
deceiver. 

Ezekiel: The anointed cherub. 

Jude: Angels that sinned. 

Peter: Angels that sinned. 


Rev.;: Dragon, serpent, Devil, deceiver. 


Lucifers Sin 


Isaiah: I will exalt my throne... 
Ezekiel: 


-consequene~ 


Isaiah: How thou art failen. 
Ezekiel: Cast out of mountain of God. 
Jude: Kept in eternal chains. 

Rev.: Thrown down to earth. 


If our thinking be correct, then we 
have pin-pointed the Person, Place, 
and Reason (pride) for the origin of 
sin. On these above passages, Theis- 
sen has these comments: 


Some think that Ezek. 28:15 refers 
to Satan. if this be so, then he is 


Thine heart was LIFTED UP. 
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definitely said to have been crea- 
ted perfect. But left their own 
principality and proper abode 
(Jude 6) and sinned (II Pet. 2:4). 
Various scriptures’ represents 
some of the angels as evil (Ps. 
78:49; Mat. 25:41; Rev. 8:11; 12:7- 
9). Satan no doubt was the leader 
of the apostasy. Isa. 14:12 seems 
to speak of him as the Day Star 
and Son of Morning and to bewail 
his fall. Ezek. 28:15-17 likewise 
seems to describe his fall. There 
can be no question, therefore, as 
to the fact there was a aefinite 
fall for some of the angels. 
(Lectures onSystematic Theology, 
page 194, Eerdman’s) 


Still, we are left without a clue as to 
how sin could have originated inaper- 
fect being whennoevil existed prior to 
that first sin. 


The Beginning of “TIME” 


Time has been defined as; "Duration 
measured by succession". Sin entered 
the universe ina “time" frame and in 
a created being. If time means dura- 
tion measured by succession, then it 
means that something had to already 
exist or else there could be no "'suc- 
cession. ''Time measures the duration 
of change. If nothing existed, then 
nothing could change, therefore no 
time. Since all things were created 
perfect and sin entered in through a 
perfect being, this constitutes change— 
succession, time. This also means 
that creation had long taken place be- 
fore the angelic host fell from heaven, 
and note, too, that they were cast down 
to "earth."’ Therefore, it is safe to 
say that the earth was the habitat of 
Satan and his fallen angels before God 
created Adam and Eve. 


Fron: this we conclude that the crea- 
tion recorded in Genesis 1:3 onward 
was NOT the original "creation of the 
heavens and the earth", but describes 
the rennovation, or "remodeling" and 
re-creation of life out of materiads 
which already existed. 


A literal translation of Genesis 1:1 is 
"The gods, in beginning, created the 
heaven and the earth."' In the Septua- 
gent version Verse 1 is footnoted, 


"*]_e., of this age or saeculum, as an 
even earlier beginning is mentioned 
in Song of Widsom, in Prov. viii.23- 
24."' 


In Proverbs this passage reads: 


Before this age He founded me; 
in the beginning, before He made 
the earth and before He made the 
deeps: before the fountains of 
water issued forth—. 


The Jews have always held the notion 
that Genesis 1:3-27 was not a descrip- 
tion of the first (primal) creation, in 
light of their understanding of Isaiah 
45:18. Here the prophet wrote: 


Thus saith the Lord Who made the 
heaven, the same God Who dis- 
played the earth to view, and Who, 
having made it, parcelled it out: 
He did not make it to be waste, 
but formed it to be inhabited: I 
am the Lord and there is none 
else. —Septuagent Version 


Other versions reads essentially the 
same. This, according to the Jews, 
had reference to primal creation. 


Waste and Void 


"And the earth was without form 
and void..." (Gen. 2:2). 


The "waste and void" condition of the 
earth, as recorded by Moses in Gen. 
1:3, was not the first condition of the 
earth according to Isaiah. ‘'Waste" 
and "'void"'are from the Hebrew words 
“tohu” and "'bohu’', and they occur in 
Isaiah 45:18. Notice that Moses said 
that the earth was WITHOUT form 
(tohu) and void (bohu). But notice also, 
Isaiah said the earth WAS formed (tohu) 
"not in vain" (bohu, "not empty"') but 
formed to be"inhabited."' Very simply 
Moses said the earth was waste and 
empty and Isaiah said it was not waste 
and was not empty when God created 
in the beginning. The difficulty is re- 
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conciled when we conclude that Moses 
was referring to the condition of the 
earth that HAD BECOME waste and 
void, whereas, Isaiah was referring 
to the initia! beginning of creation. 


Was David speaking of the re-creation 
when he said, 


Thou sendest forth thy Spirit, they 
are created: Thou renewest the 
face of the earth (Psalms 104:30). 


And was Job referring to the primal 
creation when he said, 


Where were you when I laid the 
foundation of the earth? Tell me 
if you have understanding. Who 
determined its measurements— 
surely you inow? Or who stretch 
ed the line upon it? On what were 
its bases sunk, or who laid its 
cornerstone, when the morning 
stars sang together, and all the 
sons of God shouted for joy (Job 
38:4-7)}, 


Who were these "sons of God'' who 
"shouted for joy’ when God finished 
His creation? 


"|... WITHOUT FORM..." 


In the KJV, Genesis 1:2 reads, ''And 
the earth WAS WITHOUT form and 
void..." 

The Hebrew word translated 'was 
without" is elsewhere translated as 
“became” or "become." For instance, 
the same word is used in Genesis 19: 
26, where Lot's wife "became" a pil- 
lar of salt. If she became” a piliar 
o: salt, then she must have been some- 
thing else before she became such! 


Many of the ancient versions translate 
the word 4s "become" in Genesis 1:2. 


Chaldaic: "had become desert 
and empty." 

Aramaic: "had become ruined 
and uninhabited." 

Septuagent: "had become unfur- 
nished and empty." 


Obviously, before the earthcouldcome 
into such acondition, it surely had to 





be something else to begin with. Since 
God does al] things in perfection, we 
must assume that he created theearth 
in the condition he wantedit to be. It 
seems inconsistent with God's way of 
doing things to create chaos and then 
spend six days doing it right. 


"Created" and "Made" 


Further evidence which points ait that 
the six-day creation in Genesis 1 was 
not the primal creation is found in the 
two Hebrew words "bara" and "asah" 
which are translated "created" and 
"made". "Bara" literally means: ''To 
bring into being something outof noth- 
ing'', while ''asah"’ means "To release 
from restraint, allow, assemble’, as 
in Genesis 1:1, 'In the beginning God 
created (bara)..." and Exodus 20:11, 
"For in six days the Lord made (asah) 
the heaven and the earth." 


If these be the proper meanings, then 
we must conclude that God used the 
existing materials to rennovate and 
re-create life upon the earth during 
the six days of Genesis 1:3-27. 


THE “GAP” THEORY 


If Isaiah speaks of the primal creation 
which shows the earth in perfect and 
habitable form (corresponding to Gen. 
1:4), and Moses speaks of a time when 
the earth was in chaos and empty, then 
somewhere along the way a destruction 
had to have taken place in order for 
the Mosaic account to harmonize with 
Isaiah's. The time in between is what 
is referred to as the "gap", during 
which time the earth lay barren and 
empty and without light. Now, for a 
moment, let's entertain the question 
of 'why was the earth in such chaotic 
condition?'' Again, all we have are 
clues which may or may not satisfy 
the reader. 


Destruction of the Earth 


God's wrath was kindled againstcrea- 
tion and we have already shown the 
probable cause, the rebellion of Satan 
and his angels. 
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As construction workers provide a 
few peephoiles to allow the curious to 
view the work being done, God has 
provided a few peephole scriptures 
which gives usa glimpse into the past. 
Jeremiah 4:23-28 seems to be one of 
those scriptures. 


I beheld the earth, and, lo, it was 
without form and void; and the 
heavens, and they had no light. I 
beheld the mountains, and, lo, they 
trembled, and ali the hills moved 
lightly. I beheld and, lo, there 
was no man, and all the birds of 
the heavens were fled. I beheld, 


and, lo, the fruitful places was a 
wilderness and all the cities 


thereof were broken down at the 
presence of the Lord, and by his 
fierce anger. For thus hath the 
Lord said, "The whole land shall 
be desolate; yet will I not make a 
full end. For this shall the earth 
mourn, and the heavens above be 
black: because I have spoken it, I 
have purposed it, and will not re- 
pent, neither willI turn back from 
it. 
The conditions describedhereare very 
Sstmilar to those described by Moses 
in Genesis 1:2. The earth was without 
form and void, the heavens above were 
black ("and darkness was upon the face 
of the deep’’}, and notice that there 
was "no man'' and ''cities were broken 
down". This, surely, spoke of a con- 
dition of the earth prior to becoming 
"waste and void. '' Let's compare the 
two accounts: 


Moses: The earth was without form 
and void. b 

Jer. : The earth was without form 
and void. 

Moses: Dariwness covered the deep. 

Jer. : "heavens above be black." 

Compare: 

Jer. : "yet willlnotmake a fullend." 


Psalms: " thou renewest the face oi 
the earth.'' —104:30 


(turn to page 19) 


The Gospel Meeting 


or, How to Keep the Word Inside, 
Where We Can Sleep 


By Robert /Aeyers 


Reprinted from MISSION magazine, February 1977. Used by permission. 


There comes a time when a man Says 
aloud what he has known for a long 
time. This happened to me some time 
back when, from the pulpit, I said in 
passing to another point, ''The gospel 
meeting is dead.’ I had not really 
quite intended tosay it, but the moment 
Ididsol !mew that fhad been convinced 
of it for a long time. Apparently my 
hearers had been, too, for no one 
looked surprised or uttered a protest 
later. 


I admitted that the corpse is with us 
and will probably be with us for some 
time, embalmed most studiously and 
scrupulously by those who profit from 
its continued presence. Evangelists, 
especially, will not easily grant decent 
burial to this decaying object because 
they find it both pleasant and lucrative 
to keep it on display. 


The evangelist comes into town trail- 
ing clouds of glory—clouds which have 
been carefully puffed by advance 
blurbs, by local pulpit encomiums, and 
by the exotic thrill of a new face and 
personality arriving on the tired, old 
scene. He goes easily through sermons 
used in dozens of other such wakes, 
lambasting the denominational world 
(which is there but doesn't recognize 
itself), and boosting the egos of what- 
ever partisans stay awake by telling 
them over and over that they are 
superior to all other religionists. 


———$———_—_— Ee 
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He might do even more harm than he 
does except for the transparent fact 
that only a few really hear him. I have 
observed much weariness of the flesh 
on these occasions, and not a little 
Slumber. It is no wondey, since every- 
one knows exactly what will be said. 
The only intellectual excitement I have 
seen engendered at these affairs has 
occured in the first momentor so when 
the crowd wonders what the clever 
title of the sermon might mean. As 
soon as it becomes clear thatitis only 
a new name for an old bout with the 
enemies of the party, everyone settles 
down and either sleeps or looks around 
for interesting diversions. 


Mothers have it on the rest of us at 
this point, since they can always tune 
out the preacher by attending to their 
children's needs. They win a double 
blessing, in fact: not only do they get 
relief from his threadbare rehearsal 
of the party platform, but they also 
get credit from the rest of us for deep 
and genuine maternal solicitude. If 
they sometimes fuss and pull at their 
little ones until it becomes imperative 
to take them outof the room, well, who 
can blame them? Surely this is why 
mothers who will hire a babysitter for 
their movie visits insist on bringing 
the children to church: it is only be- 
cause they provoke envy in others; I 
have seen other bored mothers whose 
faces seemed to say clearly, "Why 
did I not think to bring my own?" 


As for fathers, they frequently escape 
by dozing off, or by passing into a 
cataleptic trancein which their glazed 
eyes are fixed relentlessly upon the 


speaker while their minds wander at 
ease through fishing and _ hunting 
dream-lands. (If "cataleptic'’ seems 
too strong, consider this definition of 
it: "A physical condition characterized 
by suspension of sensation, muscular 
rigidity, fixity of posture, and often 
by loss of contact with environment. "' 
If you've missed observing this syn- 
drome, you're paying too much atten- 
tion to the speaker.) 


Actually, there is no need to pay much 
attention to the speaker. He does not 
need you. He exists ina world apart 
from yours and will do well to remem- 
ber the names of two or three of your 
most prestigious when he has moved 
on to another town. I recall a man so 
famous that mention of his name would 
send shock waves as far as Searcy, 
Arkansas, who held a "meeting" in 
Wichita some years ago. His rhetoric 
swept over us like Kansas winds, his 
eyes flashed with holy fire as he de- 
picted hell, and his voice alternately 
crooned and howled as he played upon 
our emotions. 


When the invitation hymn was sung, we 
were able to see the results of his 
Jabor. A slender girl about twelve, 
hunched over with shyness and weeping 
copiously, came down the isle. Search- 
ing the audience for more auspicious 
converts, he paid her no mind. She 
took a seat alone, her shoulders shak- 
ing. When it was over, the local min- 
ister took her confession while the 
visiting evangelist sat in remote and 
detached grandeur in another corner. 


George Bishop, a professional writer 
of non-fiction, published a book some 
years ago called "Faith Healing, God 
or Fraud?" In one place he speaks of 
the relationship between the visiting 
evangelist and the local preacher. 


A revivalist preacher occupies 
roughly the same position in the 
realm of professional theologians 
as does a roving ambassador in 
the worldof career diplomats. He 
enters a specific area projecting 
an aura of distant glamor and 
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armed with special credentials of 
either aheavenly or earthly nature. 
He moves in, hogs all the glory, 
and exits in a splash of glamor, 
leaving the local man, pastor, or 
‘charge d'affaires’ to shoulder the 
unrewarding drudgery of the daily 
routine. The itinerant preacher 
fully appreciates this imbalance 
and goes tosome pains to cultivate 
the men on the scene. 


It has been many years since I “held 
a meeting", but I still remember the 
twinges of compassion I used to feel 
for the local man. As with any strang- 
er coming in, pumped up by weeks of 
overblown advertising, I got all the 
attention. My commonplaces sounded 
significant because my voice and man- 
nerisms were new. I could tell that 
many supposed I was somehow holier 
than their own hard-working man. It 
would have been intoxicating except 

that I knew the truth about myself, and 
I realized that the only difference was 
that he had been around long enough to 
prove himself only a mortal. 


Until I learned better, I used to try to 
correct the imbalance. Unfortunately, 
the audience took this as proof of my 
rare and wondrous humility and simply 
elevated still higher their unreasoning 
admiration. The only thing left was 
to give up any sort of backpatting at 
all. But to give it up was proof in 
itself that one no longer belonged in 
the game. 


It seems to me that the churches of 
Christ are now careening along a highly 
predictable path in this matter. They 
have come frombrush arbor meetings 
to Texas tents, to substantial church 
buildings and finally to huge, hired 
halls where extravaganzas can be 
staged. Imported and glamorous 
preachers and songleaders move in, 
stir up great excitement and optimism 
for a while, and then exit to thei 

endless round of appearances. The 
local preachers gamely assert that all 
this energy and expense has revitalized 
the Lord's work in Metroville. Only 


to their beloved wives, late at night 
in the moment of truth, do they dis— 
close their unsettling doubts. For the 
rest of the time, as T.S. Eliot so 
memorably put it, they keep a face 
prepared to meet the faces that they 
meet. 


Satire, as wiser heads have warned 
me Often, is a dangerous thing, so I 
hope to be understood truly about this 
matter. I do not think for one moment 
that the gospel is dead. Good news 
never is, nor ever will be. But just 
as many techniques of presenting it 
have been born and have passed away, 
so has the nineteenth century gospel 
meeting. And just as some of us would 
not put our own dead out of sight so 
quickly as the law insists, so do some 
of us refuse to bury the corpse of this 
dead and ineffectual event because we 
associate it with childhood and right- 
ness and hope. 


Christianity is getting almost nothing 
from gospel meetings and is perhaps 
losing much. It is one more device 
to keep people inside the building in 
the hope that real pagans will join 
them there tobe converted. The de- 
sired result happens so seldom that 
most city churches have begun caliing 
the old gospel meeting a "lectureship," 
and the name change corresponds with 
a change in emphasis. Since few ou: 
siders appear at these things, it has 
come to seem sensible that their mes- 
Sage »e addressed to insiders. And 
soasnot todismay unduly the insiders, 
the time has been shortened from the 
two to three weeks of my boyhood to 
four nights or a weekend. 


Even the "lectureship" turns out, often 
to be the same old partisan propaganda 
in a new dress. About the second 
time around no one is fooledany more, 
and the same tedium sets in. A new 
name does not revive a dead object, 
and the way in which the Christian 
community is most relevant now is 
not throughendless rehashing of party 
views, or h#irsplitting interpretations 
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of dogma, but through outthrust—a 
dynamic reaching out from the pro- 
tected pews to the alleys and byways 
where lost men are. 


Some will notlike this movement away 
from the sanctuaries and privileged 
piaces into the heart of the world's 
dirty problems, but this is where the 
action is now, and where it will be for 
a long time to come. Hopefully, an 
exodus from the cloister to serveman 
in the name of God will excite the 
admiration of hundreds of thousands 
who now stand idly on street corners, 
flipping their idealisms while they wey 
to figure out where to spendthem. 


HAPPY ANNIVERSARY E.F. 


Normally, such well-wishing comes 
from readers, but in this case our 
readers have little cause for remem- 
bering that this issue begins our Sth 
year Of publishing the Ensign Fair. 
Withthis thought comes another thought: 
‘You've come a long way, baby’. If 
the Lord continues to bless us as he 
has already, then with his help and 
guidance we are going a lot further. 
You who have supported us financially 
and with letters of encouragement we 
say, “Thank you."' May we continue 
to look to you for assistance ? 





Even though the financial help we have 
received has been helpful, it has not 
kept us from operating in the "red." 
The Ensign Fair has never operated in 
the 'biack", not even close to it, and 
never will as long as we depend upon 
subscription fees alone. Last year we 
showed up on the deficit side of the 
ledger to the tune of approximately 
$1,800.00. Our mailing list continues 
to grow. We have just about reached 
the saturation point in the number af 
magazines we Can financially print and 
physically assemble. We are in dire 
need of additional equipment to help 
with the physical workload and more 
modern equipment of the kind we al- 
ready possess, and the next thought 
that comes to mindisHE LP! 


The 


“Faith” 
of 


Miracles 


The “abiding'"' of man's. spirituality 
clinch the final thought of Paul's great 
treatise on love in 1 Cor. 13:13. That 
FAITH should head this triune list 
seems remarkable when the apostle 
affirms that LOVE is the greatest. 
Especially does it seem mystifying 
when we consider that the subject of 
faith as discussed by most great 
preachers in the church of Christ has 
put more ''sound'' members to sleep 
than any other Bible subject. I can 
still hear the booming voice of the late 
great brother G. C, Brewer at Jackson, 
Mississippi in 1932 as he quoted He- 
brews chapter 11 from memory. His 
intonations rose toa high pitch as he 
slapped the pulpit trying to wake the 
usual sleepers and the unusual ones 
whose eyes closed and heads dropped 
whenever they sat for over thirty min- 
utes listening to the subject of faith. 
It made no difference who the speaker 
was, the subject of faith was to them 
a dead letter. The slightest suggestion 
that their faith was also dead would 
have been an insult to them. It was 
their view that the denominations had 
a "dead" faith. Their own was the 
only sound faith that could save. It put 
themquickly andquietly "sound" asleep 
on the Lord's Day, and on the nights of 
revival. The repetition of this pat- 
tern in SO many places raises some 
vital questions about our doctrine, our 
preachers, and our "sound" asleep 
members. 


M.E. Gray 
Tupelo, MS 


The necessity of faith is probably the 
onty condition of salvation on which 
all professed Christians would agree. 
The nature of faith, the ingredients of 
faith, the degree of faith, the accept- 
able results of faith, and the purpose 
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of faith have made the Bible examples 
of faith a major source of discussion, 
dissension, and confusion among those 
who have enough faith to be called 
believers. The faith that Paul preach- 
ed—or the way he preached it~held an 
audience past midnight, and with one 
exception kept them awake (Acts 20:7, 
9). The faith that he preached, and/or 
the way he preached it, got him stoned 
and left for dead {Acts 14:19). 


have "sound" preachers in our brother - 
hood missed the exciting examples of 
faith in the message? And have they 
ignored the methods that keep people 
awake for over thirty minutes? 


Let us consider a few facts about Bible 
faith that are at variance with what 
our sound doctrine, true preachers, 
and only Christians have supposed 
“the faith to be. The "little faith" of 
the disciples terminated their miracu- 
lous ministry (Mat. 17:20) and Christ 
diagnosed the failureas faith"smaller 
than a mustard seed." If you wish to 
find out just how smal] that is, try to 
pick up just one. That will quickly cor~ 
rect any illusions about how great 
your faith is, and it will open your 
mind to an understanding of why mira- 
cles ceased. Ohyes, lest we forget, 
this failure of miracles (cessation) 
took place before Pentecost—both the 
miracles and their failure preceded 
the baptism of the Holy Spirit on Pen- 
tecost. 


The abrupt termination of a miracle 
already in progress—the failure of 
Peter's faith—is the most neglected 
Bible teaching on the subject of mira- 
cles among both Protestant and Re-- 
storers (Mat. 14:29,30). Peter's suc- 
cessful start to walk on the troubled 
waters and his beginning to sink is the 
clearest possible example of the de- 
pendence of miracles upon faith. Christ 
plainly shows that this miracle ceased 
(failed) when Peter's doubts reduced 
his faith below the size of the mustard 
seed. The power of Christ to perform 
"many mighty works'' was limited in 
his own country among his own people 





The “Faith” of Miracles 


(continued from page 16) 


Because of their unbelief. ''He could 
there do no mighty work” (Mark 6:5). 
The Douay version says, "He could 
not work any miracles there, beyond 
curing a few sick people by laying his 
hand upon them." 


Of the three compelling reasons why 
scholars with a doctrinal axe to grind 
have tried to eliminate Mark 16:9 thru 
20 from the Biblical text, the most 
compelling is the clear teachings about 
miracles. ft is not only inconsistent 
but tragic to build a cornerstoneof the 
"plan of salvation” upon verse 16 and 
then ignore or explain away "And these 
signs shall accompany (follow, KJV.) 
THEM THAT BELIEVE” (vs. 17). If 
anyone in our brotherhood has ever 
read this verb "shall’' as being the 
future tense and “them that believe” 
rather than "apostles that preach” it 
has escaped my attention. The infer- 
ence has always come through loud 
and clear from the reader: ''These 
signs shall follow only the twelve 
apostles and those on whom they have 
laid hands." We grant no one the right 
to abuse the scripture in order to 
accomodate our preconceived notions 
about the end of miracles. Our own 
"lack of faith" that prevents the Holy 
Spirit from using us as a channel for 
miracles, "dividing to every man sev- 
erally as he will" (J Cor.12:11), is not 
justification to deny or alter "sound 
doctrine."" The attitude, "I cannot 
perform miracles therefore you can- 
not’, is egotism and religious vanity. 


If it had not been for ''Yesee then how 
that by works a man is justified, and 
not by faith only" (James 2:24), we 
probably would have supported Luther, 
Calvin and Wesley in their desire to 
remove the epistle of James from the 
canon of the New Testament. The 
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definition of "pure and undefiled re- 
ligion" (James 1:27} has split the church 
over how to care for the fatherless. 
The doctrine, "Is any among you sick? 
lethim call for the elders of the church; 
and let them pray over him, anointing 
him with oil in the name of the Lord: 
and the prayer of faith shall save the 
sick” (James 5:14), has been a jagged 
thorn in our inconsistent doctrine of 
pick and choose what we want tobelieve. 


‘This text teaches the "prayer of faith’ 
by "the elders’ will accomplish a 
miracle. Our neglect or rejection of 
these simple truths isconclusive proof 
that our faith is smaller than that 
elusive mustard seed. "St seems that 
God is not with us in what we are 
doing"' should be a sobering evaluation 
for us to start seeking Go-}'s solutions 
to our problems. If this text does not 
teach continuing miracles inthe church 
then it does not teach continuing prayer, 
continuing elders, or continuing faith. 
Do you wish to let elders, prayer, also 
cease in the church? Why not practice 
what James preached ? 


To conclude from Eph. 4:12, 13 that the 
work of the Holy Spirit and the need 
for miracles ended with the writing of 
Revelations, is to say that the need for 
evangelists, pastors, and teachers 
also ended with apostles and prophets. 
To teach that "For perfecting of the 
saints, for the work of the ministry, 
for the edifying of the body of Christ: 
Till we all come in the unity of the 
faith and of the knowledge of the Son 
of God, unto a perfect man" are no 
longer needed in the church is (though 
I detest the word) asinine. For a truth 
loving people tohave made such blund- 
ers took a lot of expert help. We can 
never get the writer's intended thought 
from the printed page when we pre- 
judice the subject by drawing conclu- 
sions before starting to read. Open 
Bibles areof novalue toclosed minds. 
How is yours? a 


—_—— — 


EDITORIAL - from page 4 


will send some strong delusions that 
they might believe a lie." Inhis eager- 
ness to argue the point he inadvertantly 
accused God of lying! Pecause, for 
God to deliberately plant evidence so 
as to deceive those who seek truth, is 
lying—but lying is oneof those impos- 
sible things for God. I reminded him 

that Paul was speaking of those who 

"love NOT the truth" (II Thess. 2:10), 
whereas, the scientist is a seeker 

AFTER truth (and many of them are 

Christians). It is a mistake for people 
to associate thebelief inan'"'old’’ earth 
with the theory of evolution. It may 
be true that ALL evolutionists believe 
in the vast age of the earth, but not 
all who believe it are evolutionists. 


By taking a “position” on the subject 
of creation, the Charch of Christ could 
find itself in the same precarious 
position as the “infallible’’ Catholic 
Church when it went on record denying 
Galileo's discovery. When it eventual- 
ly became a fact of science that the 
sun was thecenter of the solar system, 
the 'infallible’* Church found itself out 
on a very "fallible limb!— and they 
have never lived it down. We should 
fee) some concern for the assured 
embarrassment and loss of influence 
that would befall us when it becomes 
fact that the earth is of vast age. It 
is already common knowledge among 
scientists, but we're a little slow in 
getting the message. But the Catholic 
caper should serve as a warning for 
churches not to meddle in affairs not 
their own. Science is not the church's 
"cup of tea." We should let science 
be science, and let those who are 
prone to be contentious get back to 
arguing patterns, approved examples, 
and necessary inferences. 


Did Life Exist Prior To 
Genesis 1:2? 
It is equally upsetting to some brethren 
to suggest that ‘life'' may have existed 
on planet earth prior to Adam and Eve. 
Now, as we are wont to say, "Come, 
let us reason together." 
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We can get brethren to admit the pos- 
sibility that countless ages may have 
passed between verses 1 and 2of Gen. 
1, but when it is suggested that "life" 
may have existed during that period 
they plant all fours very firmly and 
refuse to budge. Why? Since the pos- 
sibility exists that the earth could be 
millions of years old, is it too far out 
to think that God may have created 
life at one time or another during that 
period? In fact, isn't it conceivable 
that God could have created and des- 
troyed, over and over again before 
we reach Genesis 1:3? Surely these 
possibilities exist! Does the thought 
violate scripture? Not at all. 


"Life", as we know it, our "order", 
began with Adam and Eve and on this 
we can take our stand. "The man 
calted his wife's name Eve, because 
she was the mother of all living" (Gen. 
3:20). The Hebrew word for "Eve" 
should be translated ''Life.'"' "The 
man called his wife’s name LIFE, be- 
cause she was the mother ofall living." 
But this has nothing whatever to do 
with whatever may have transpired 
before Eve. She is mother to all who 
have lived since her creation. 


But someone might object, “If life 
existed before Adam and Eve, why 
doesn't the Bible teli us about it?" 
Imagine, if you can, the size of the 
volume it would take to record all of 
God's activities within and outside of 
creation since eternity! There had to 
be a cut-off and a new beginning, and 
that beginning was with Adam and Eve. 


There are several scientific theories 
attempting to explain creation. You 
will notice inthe article on "Creation" 
that I favor the ''GAP" theory. I favor 
it because it is the only one that I can 
make compatible with bothscience and 
scripture. Some scientific theories 
contradict the Bible and must be re- 
jected while some contradict 4nown 
facts of science and are rejected by 
scientists. So itis only natural that 
I would choose the one that is in har- 
mony with, and even supported by, both 


science and the Bible. Many reputable 
scientists reject the gap theory, while 
some just as reputable accept it. Our 
interest is not in HOW God created the 
heavens and the earth, but HOW CAN 
WE ANSWER when confronted with the 
apparent discrepancies between sci— 
ence and scripture. 


Now, as to "evidence’: A dictionary 
definition of evidence is given as: "An 
outward sign," "indication,'' testimony." 
Not all "evidence" is conclusive, but 
it is evidence nevertheless. When I 
say there is biblical evidence that 


cHyRch - continued from page 7 


of the "congregation of England," it 
had to be "Church of England." 


When Paul wrote to believers in Rome 
he did not say ''the churches of Christ 
salute you,’ as the KJV puts it. He 
said, ''All the Christian communities 
send their regards," or, ‘the congre- 
gations of Christ greet you" (Rom. 16: 
16). To transiate it any other way is 
to misname, which is a misnomer. 
Substituting congregation, assembly, 
or community for church will at least 





supports the idea that life may have 
existed prior to Adam and Eve, I mean 
there are signs and indications that 
point to that conclusion (and many court 
cases have been won on lesser amounts 
of evidence). The problem that some 
brethren have with my statement is 
that they are thinking of "positive 
proof''type of evidence. Suppose those 
who search under, over, and in between 
lines of scripture for patterns and 
inferences were to apply the same 
technique to the subject of creation; 
what would they conciude? ? Ez 


in part restore the vocabulary of the 
Holy Spirit, who penetrated the hearts 
of certain men to give us the sacred 
message inwritten form. This would 
be far more appropriate than using 
the vocabulary of those enslaved by 
the party spirit. Jesus spoke disap- 
provingly of the "sects of the Phari- 
sees, "Sects of the Sadducees", and 
others. Sectarianism was wrong be- 
cause it bred division, not unity, and 
Jesus prayed for unity. O 





Eee 
CREATION - continued from page 12 


Again, the parallel is very striking. 

When all the scriptures are brought 

together they make a pretty good case. 
PRIMAL CREATION 
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We close the discussion with anillus- 
tration depicting all the major points 
that we have advanced. 

OGSTEUCTION 


RE-CREATION 


EONS =: +6 DAYS ——_— 


Gen: 1:3 
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"In that day the root of Jesse shall stand 
as an ensign to the people”. (Isaiah 11:10) 
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R. L. Kilpatrick 
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Published monthly by the Ensign 
Fair Publications of Huntsville, 


Alabama, and supported by 
Churches of Christ and indivi- 
duals throughout.the U.S.A. 


Purpose & Policy 


Our purpose is to allow free 
voices to express their views, 
their knowledge and their under - 
standing of Scripture to a free 
people who should serve the 
Lord in Love, Peace, Joy and 
Thanksgiving. This magazine 
is dedicated to the restoration 
of spiritual freedom in Christ 
as set forth in the New Testa- 
ment (Rom. 6:14; Gal. 5:1). 


Nonprofit Organ. 


The Ensign Fair is approved by 
the IRS as a non-profit organi- 
zation. Contributions sent for 
the support of this publication 
are tax deductible. 


Subscriptions: 


$3.00 per year, or 
$5.00 for two years. 
$2.00 per bundie of 20. 


Address: 


2710 Day Road 
Huntsville, AL 35801 


—_ 





Phone: (205) 536-9320 





Chattanooga, Tennessee 


Dear Bro. Kilpatrick: 

A friend of mine, Daniel J. 
Ottinger of Nashville, Tenn., sent 
me a clipping from your publica- 
tion, the Ensign Fair...despite 
your claims for the Ensign Fair 
publication, you will be pleased 
to excuse this ''doubting Thomas" 
for queriously and honestly doubting your claims 
for your publication. However, I am subject to 
conviction and conversion. There are two state- 
ments in your advertisement which cannot be act- 
ually and factually true; in simple fact in truth, 
allow me: 

"..,and supported by the Churches of Christ 
and individuals throughout the U.S.A." 


This, plus the following statement, are obviously 
untrue and impossible, as of the generaj status- 
quo, nationally if not woridwide—for now! 


"Our purpose is to allow FREE VOICES to 
express their views, their knowledge and 
understanding of Scripture toa FREE people 
...to the restoration of spiritual FREEDOM 
in Christ..." 


Until the faithful church of Christ can be truly, 
really restored...your claims as above stated, 
though in all candidity and sincerity, is impossible 
to live up to. ..especially on a subscription-popu- 
larity basis. —Thomas B. Wallace, Minister 





Editor's Note: Impossible? Not when God is on 
yqur side, Bro. Wallace. Perhaps it does seem 
a bit odd for a magazine of this sort to come out 
of this “heartland of Church of Christ orthodoxy’, 
as Bro. Leroy Garrett described this area last 
year at the Bethany tectures. But we're merely 
exercising the freedom which God through Paul 
grants to us inGalatians 5:1. 


As for allowing ''free voices” to speak, I think the 
magazine speaks for itself in this respect. I may 
not always agree with what each writer says, but, 
again, I know of no law that says I have to agree. 
Why should anyone be afraid to hear the under- 
standing of another brother. 


At the same time, it must be understocd that no 
editor can print ALL the articles sent to him, 
because some are simply unprintabie. But we 
turn none away just because his doctrinal hat may 
be slightly awry—he may think the same thing of 
Ours. JI am of the opinion that it is a dangerous 
thingtoclose thedooron those whohave something 
to say. If they want to say it bad enough they will 
find a way, and it may be better to let them say it 
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through legitimate channels. 

As for being *'supported by Churches 
of Christ and individuals..." I will 
have to stand pat on this, even though 
the magazine is not supported to the 
extent that we prefer. 


Irving, Texas 
Dear R. L., 

Wecontinue to appreciate the Ensign 
Fair and your efforts there. As you 
now by now, your reward will almost 
certainty be postponed until heaven, 
but, as we pray, "That'll be enough”, 
~Ron Durham. Editor. MISSION 


Orange Park, Florida 


Amen, Brother! 

Your editorial in the March Ensign 
Fair was "righton"! I have been there 
and lived every paragraph. Thinking 
such thoughts led me to new Bible 
study and prayer which led to my 
present conclusions. Praise God! It 
is great to be freeIN Christ (not from 
Christ). —T. D. Manning, Editor, 
"Harbinger, TOO" 


Denton, Texas 
Dear R. L., 


It seems that all signs are go for 
you and EF. It is another instance of 
the surprises that the Lord pulls for 
us. Whoever would have guessed that 
something like this would have happen- 
ed in Alabama. Greater things are in 
store, including your future as an 
editor and publisher. 

—Leroy Garrett, Restoration Review 


Dear Bro. Kilpatrick 

The stated objectives of ''The Ensign 
Fair" are a magnetic appeal to any 
truth seeker and will find a wide re- 
sponse among God's people. A willing- 
ness to examine all sides of an issue 
is what has appealed to me in Arnold 
Hardin’s Persuader; however, he is 
sure catching his lumps and this month 
is noexception. If you receive 'Search- 
ing the Scriptures", you will know 
what I mean. 

Martin Luther made a_ statement 
that I would like to make my own life- 


long ambition. He said, ‘The Holy 
ocriptures are avastand mighty forest 
but there is not a single tree in it that 
I have not shaken with my own hand." 
I’m fast learning that many brethren 
will not walk hand in hand in those 
woods with you. 

Abraham's justification, harmoniz- 
ing Romans four and James two, is a 
subject I would like to write on some 
time. Also, Moses‘ bill of divorce- 
ment is another topic that I’ve given 
much thought to. An attempt will be 
made to put this down on paper. 
—name withheld by request. 


Pheonix, Arizona 


Dear Bro. Kilpatrick 

I would appreciate receiving ''The 
Ensign Fair'' on a regular basis. It is 
with much interest that I have heard 
of your efforts in holding up the banner 
of Jesus and breaking down the artifi- 
Cial barriers which have been erected 
since the time of the Campbells, Bar- 
ton Stone, Isaac Errett and others. I 
would appreciate receiving any back 
copies which you feel you could supply. 
—R,. T. Richardson 


Bloomington, Indiana 


Dear R. L., 

Your editorial in the issues I read 
are "right on"; and the composition, 
lay-out, design, goals and quality of 
your publication is praise - worthy. 
Your use of PRESENT TRUTH is to 
be commended, for that's stuff that 
wiil get people thinking! ~Michael Hall 


st. Louis, Missouri 


My Beloved Brother: 

.-.} am of the opinion that God will 
use you to penetrate a section that 
others will be unable to affect and I 
eagerly pray that He will bless you 
mightily and give wingsto your words. 
You are saying things which are so 
relevant for this generation and Saying 
them better than most of us could. 
—W. Carl Ketcherside 

(continued on next page) 


Tupelo, Mississippi 


Dear Sir: 

I deeply regret that I missed you 
both going and coming from Knoxville 
last week. The trip back was beset by 
car troubleand the storm was blowing 
down signs as sheets of rain obliterated 
view of others in Huntsville. Getting 
lost was no trouble at all, so that's 
what I did. 

The debateat Karns (Tenn., rlk) was 
a model for emergenceof truths which 
the Pioneers overlooked, a model in 
attitudes by the disputants (at least 
during the first twonights)and a model 
that needs to be repeated in the church 
on at leasta dozen other subjects which 
the brotherhood has never learned the 
. truth on. The preparation on both sides 
was thorough... The truth did emerge 
from the difficulties evident in acom- 
plicated subject (""Remarriage”, rlk). 
Bro. Jim Waldron was ably supported 
by Bro. Roy Deavers, and Bro. Olan 
Hicks by his son. The content, course, 
and tone of the debatewas set the first 
night and the outcome seemed evident 
to most present in the capacity audi- 
ence... Debates can move the restora- 
tion closer to the truth and Christ when 
good intentions dominate both sides, as 
they seldom do. The eight-hour tapes 
and verbatim book record will be 
available. —M.E. Gray 


Oakmont, Pa. 


Piease enroll me for a 2-year sub- 
scription. Bro. R. D. Ice has been 
passing his copies on tome. Keep up 
the goodwork. —Frank Miller 


Narrows, Virginia 


Dear Mr. Kilpatrick: 

I am very much interested in work- 
ing with the World Bible School Cor- 
respondence course. My minister ran 
across your article and pointed out 
that it would be a good way to help 
spread the Word of God. He didn't 
have any information on it so I'm not 
sure how it works or what I would be 
doing. Please send me information 


on the course. [If there is any way I 
can help others learn about Christ, 
I'li do my best. —Sharon Hollaway 


@ The following letter from a 12- 
year old boy shows the kind of help 
that can be given by those who become 
WBS teachers. —Editor 
Nigeria 
Dearest Sir, 

I am very much happy to send you 
this few of my letter. I hear that you 
are one of my teacher. Secondly you 
are one of my fathers now. And I wish 
you to put me for prayer always... 
Dear sir I am very small boy, only 
my mother can't help me for every- 
thing. No one can help me but my 
father was dead... I want you to put all 
my parents for prayer all the time, but 
I know that you will not allow me to 
fall down... —Simon Usoroh 


@ Simon wants to be baptized, ed. 


Flat River, Missouri 


Dear Bro. Kilpatrick: 

In January Restoration Review I 
noted the item relative to Ensign Fair. 
Enclosed find check for $—, one year 
subscription and if you have some 
back numbers mail for the balance. 

I mentioned it to Carl K. when he 
was down from St. Louis a few weeks 
ago... I am the only brother of Nell 
Ketcherside, almost 74 years of age 
(May 6). I kmew Carl when he first 
appeared in Bonne Terre as the boy 
preacher. I knew his grandfather and 
grandmother well. I remember the 
occasion when his father obeyed the 
gospel. I worked with his uncle L. E. 
in several meetings as a song leader 
back in the old days almost 60 years 
ago... So looking forward with antici- 
pation to Ensign Fair. —Arvel Watts 


@ Bro. Watts has been mentioned 
several times in Bro. Ketcherside's 
Pilgrimage of Joy"’ whichis now being 
run as a seriesof articles in Restora- 
tion Review ~ Editor 


Michael Hal! 


Bloomington, Indiana 


People need hope? HOPE is oneof the 
elementary ingredients of life. Without 
hope man has crossed from life into 
the entrance of hell itself. Hope exists 
in the shadow of God's presence. With- 
out it, men and women cannot live 
emotionally, spiritually or mentally. 
This underlying truth makes the Good 
News of Jesus pertinent. For in Jesus 
the Good News is that there is HOPE. 
Jesus Himself is our hope (Eph. 2:14). 


Realizing how vital hope is, and the 
hope message of the Good News, the 
people who adhere toJesus ought to be 
providing a ministry of hope. The 
salient factor about any church that 
acknowledges itself as following the 
biblical precedent ought to be that it is 
a place of hope. A church that only 
condemns, judges, criticizes and ex- 
cludes is not a church wherehope is a 
viable quality. The church must do 
more that preach against things; the 
community of Christ must hold forth 
the Good News which generates hope! 


HOPE'S FOUNDATION 


The ground of ail hope rests in God, 
"The God of Hope."' The God of hope 
can indeed "fill us with all joy and 
peace in believing'’' and make us 
"abound in hope through the power of 
the Holy Spirit'' (Rom. 15:13). The 
reason He can bless us in that way is 
through His grace. "Our Father has 
loved us and givenus everlasting con- 
solation and GOOD HOPE through 
grace" (II Thess. 2:16). His grace 
provided the redemptive life of Jesus 
whereby men and women the world 
over areinvited into a healing relation- 
ship with Him. Weare "born again" 
as the Bible says, into a "LIVELY 
HOPE" (I Peter 1:3). 





MINISTERING HOPE 


Isn't that Good News? Think about it, 
re-read those fabulous verses. lf God 
has poured out into our laps the Gift 
of gifts and filledourhearts with GOOD 
HOPE through His undeserving kind- 
ness, should we not lovingly respond 
to those who are yet in the world 
“without hope?”’ If the church is com - 
posed of those in whose heart the Holy 
Spirit has produced GREAT HOPE, 
should not the church present itself as 
a HOPE FILLED COMMUNITY that 
has a Good News message of hope for 
all? 


THE ESSENCE OF HOPE 


What exactly is hope? Hope is to 
cherish a desire for something witha 
realistic expectation of obtaining it. 
Biblical hope entails two equal factors: 
desire and expectation. The object of 
hope must be something that we truly 
WANT. It must also be something 
that we genuinely expect to receive, 
and not just ‘wish’ for. God's promise 
in Christ is something desirable and 
a realistic expectation. 


Concomitant to these two elements is 
the quality of "inner readiness" to 
receive hope's objective. To hope for 
something is not merely to "wait" for 
it in the spirit of resignation. Hope 
doesn't sit down or resign until some 
future time. Hope is a now” quality. 
It is a contemporary with love and 
faith, and it is alive and active. To 
hope is to be READY for that which 
isn't yet reality and to act and prepare 
in anticipation of what is to come! 
(Romans 8:24, 25). 


But life is full of ups and downs, and 
in the oscillations of our hopes, the 
experience of having our hopes shat- 


tered can be devastating. A most 
dreadful verse of Scripture tragically 
declares the bad news that the human 
race, outside of Jesus, is ‘'without 
hope’ (Eph. 2:12). When hope is with- 
ered as a plucked flower in a fire, 
men and women turn to either despair, 
apathy, suicide, destructiveness or 
violence. There is noother alternative 
to hopelessness. 


The philosophy of fatalism is an ap- 
proach to life that contains no hope. 
It preaches resignation to fate. It 
announces that man can. do nothing 
about his circumstances; that there's 
no way of escape and that the best 
response to living is non-life. But the 
Good News of Jesus is that there is 
HOPE. for there's’ forgiveness, 
cleansing and healing. Jesus visited 
this Pianet to bring hope, by fulfilling 
God's promises. Jesus is our trium- 
phant "YES" to tife. In the intense 
love that God has for us, there is hope. 
Hopelessness then, is not a Christian 
alternative to misery, pain or suffer- 
ing. There is a better way! 


THE POWER OF HOPE 


Contemplate the dynamic of hope. What 
results when hope reigns within? What 
are the consequences when men step 
upon the solid ground of God's prom- 
ises and hopefulness fills the empti- 
ness of his heart? First, he begins 
to LIVE. When without hope do not 
really 'live'’. Apart from God there 
is no life. But the new birth means 
that we are "born again" to a LIVELY 
HOPE (1 Peter 1:3). There is a second- 
chance with God. Life can begin again. 
The hope- filled person is ALIVE to 
himself, his world, his God and the 
people around him. 


Consequently, the new life is a life of 
TRUST in the One who creates hope. 
Sometimes the disciple may be called 
upon to "hope against hope,'’ to hope 
when there seemingly isnohope (Rom. 
4:18). But knowing the One who gives 
hope, the person continues to trust 


Him anyway. This is the quality of 
tenacity, of determined endurance. 
One lays hold of the hope set before 
him and endures the storms of life. 
This gives the Christian life stability 
(Hebrews 6:18-20). 


The result of this is REJOICING. It 
is then thatwe can "rejoice in hope" 
(Rom. 12:12. When there is hope, 
then there can be joyful praise and 
gladness. The antithesis of hope is 
disbelief and despair. But hope gen- 
erates joy and boldness. "Seeing then 
that we have such HOPE, we speak 
beldly" (II Cor. 3:12 NEB). What 
gives the radiancy and power to those 
who are enthusiastic? Is it not hope? 
What enlivens and revitalizes the 
positive and joyful people more than 
hope? They hope, therefore they are 
bold, aggressive and confident. They 
have settled for good the pristine 
questions of life: "Who owns them, " 
Where are they going,” and "What 
they are living for." 


And hope makes not ashamed be- 
cause the love of God is shed 
abroad in our hearts by the Holy 


Spirit who is given unto us (Rom. 
0:9), 


There are many other blessings, but 
we must mention CARING. Those who 
show themselves to be helpful, loving 
and compassionate are those whose 
hearts are aglow with hope. They 
believe that there's something better 
for people than pain and misery; than 
frustrated and guilt-torn lives. They 
have been recreated by the new birth 
process, energizing by God's lively 
hope and naturally reach out toothers 
in caring ways! The person who is 
hard and uncaring has not known the 
love or hope of God. 


MINISTERING HOPE 


It should be no wonder then that God's 
people are apeople who bring hope to 
the prisoners and forlorn. We have 
GOOD-NEWS. It is possible to ex— 


perience a whole new recreation in 
Jesus! (II Cor. 5:17). But how do we 
minister hope? 


(1) Positively point to the Source of 
all hope: the "hope of glory,'' which is 
"Christ in you" (Col. 1:27). Whenever 
we get away from letting Jesus have 
al! pre-eminence, we graduaijly move 
away from being a hopeful community 
of hope filled people. Jesus gets 
everything together and can heal and 
restore any broken life. 


(2) Emphasize the hope-mission of 
Jesus and how that His Visit to this 
Planet was a love-trip to provide men 
with hope. Sometimes we get so part- 
isan toward some hobby or so wrapped 
up in some doctrine, that we ignore 
the central, pivotal aspect of Christ- 
ianity, the Good-NEWS of HOPE IN 
JESUS. Give people hope. Point them 
to the Good- News. No situation is 
unredeemable when you consider God's 
creative power and the decisive action 


of Jesus on the cross. 


(3) Since hope is innately part of 
faith, and the two (faith and hope) are 
interlaced, to increase and minister 
hope we must teach the Word which 
undergirds hope. ''Whatsoever things 
were written aforetime, were written 
for our learning that we might have 
hope."”” Help people to trust God more 
implicitly and you'll cultivate faith in 
their heart. 


(4) Be optimistic and cheerful in 
your ministering, for that's the nature 
of hope. The opposite is despair and 
pessimism, the "grasshopper" vision 
that defeated Israel (Num. 13). Neg- 
ativism won't convert the world, but 
the fabulously optimistic and hopeful 
GOOD - NEWS (old English ‘gospel'’) 
of God's grace will! Let's underscore 
the Good-News in our preaching and 
let it be the hub of our message. gi 

3709 Maple Leaf Drive 
Bioomington, In 47401 
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let articles from 


Editor's Note: Normally, we prefer to 
other magazines get a little "cold" before reprinting them 
in the ENSIGN. However, the appropriateness of the following 
article from the March, 1977 issue of INTEGRITY demands that 
we run it now. 


The Lord’s Church 


F.L. LEMLEY 


Bonne Terre, Missouri 


More and more today we hear mem-  Lord’s Church” for “church of Christ” 


bers of the church of Christ using the 
term, “The Lord’s Church.” This is per- 
fectly legitimate and scriptural when re- 
ferring to the body of Christ, but it is 
inappropriate when referring to a local 
congregation. JYhke church of Christ im- 
plies exclusiveness and is offensive to oth- 
ers who consider themselves Christian. A 
church of Christ is more appropriate 21d 
acceptable. Substituting the term ‘‘The 


does not change our sectarian exclusive- 
ness in attitude. Nothing is gained by 
substituting a euphemism, “Zhe Lord’s 
Church,” in an attempt to hide our 
sectarian exclusiveness. 

The Lord’s body, being composed of 
every child of God on the face of the 
earth, cannot possibly be denominational 
or sectarian. Such is impossible, for the 
Lord’s body includes the sectarian chil- 


dren of God. Individuals and congrega- 
tions may become sectarian, but the body 
never. Local congregations may become 
sectarian to the point they form a federa- 
tion and create a denomination, but the 
body would still include God’s children 
within the denomination. The sectarian 
members of the church in Corinth were 
rebuked for being of Paul, Apollos, Ce- 
phas, and Christ, but they were still mem- 
bers of the body in spite of their sectarian 
attitude. It should be noted that those 
who were “of Christ” were just as sectaii- 
an as the rest. Paul was truly nonsectarian 
in recognizing all of them as saints in 
spite of their defect. 

The Restoration Movement had its be- 
ginning in aneffort to unite the Christians 





Indtviduals and 
congregations may become 
sectarian, but the body never. 


in all denominations. The leaders of this 
movement recognized that there were 
children of God in the Lutheran, Baptist, 
Presbyterian and other denominations 
who ought not be divided by denomina- 
tional lines, but united in Christ. This is 
not saying that all members of these de- 
nominations are children of God, for we 
cannot with any certainty say that all 
members of the noninstrumental, con- 
servative, “mainline” churches of Christ 
in Nashville are truly children of God. 
Nevertheless such doubtfu! members are 
all included within the membership of the 
congregations. 

The concept of our Restoration fore- 
fathers has long since been replaced with 
the concept that there are no children of 
God in any denomination except in “The 
Lord’s Church,” which, of course, in our 
minds, is not a denomination even when 
we emphasize the word “‘The.”’ Every 
knowledgable person who knows us in- 
terprets this affirmation of purity to 
mean, “All of God’s children in this area 
are in the congregation meeting at First 





and Main known as the church of Christ 
with a little ‘c,’ or euphemistically as 
‘The’ Lord’s Church with emphasis on 
‘The.’”” Whom do we think we are kid- 
ding? Our own sectarian concepts are 
showing through, even when we use this 
euphemism! 

To be truly nonsectarian requires that 
we ignore sectarian and denominational 
lines and titles and recognize all of God’s 
children as brothers, wherever they are 
and in whatever sectarian entanglement 
they are found, without regard to human 
barriers and human alienations. To recog- 
nize means we not only acknowledge 
them, but use them, call on them for par- 
ticipation with us without distinction, as 
the apostle Paul did at Corinth with those 
who were erecting fences that separated 
those of Paul from those of Christ. 

Of course, objections will be raised to 
this approach, one of which will likely be, 
“But we do not know who is truly a child 
and who is not in these denominational 
fellowships.” This is true, but neither 
can we tell who is who within our own 
fellowship; only God knows. If we must 
err, it is better to err on the side of toler- 
ance than on intolerance. But the doubt 
remains that in so recognizing brethren 
we will endorse error or even endorse 
denominationalism. Nonsense! Paul 
addressed the Corinthians as saints and 
recognized all as brethren and did not en- 
dorse any of their defects by such recog- 
nition. It is strange indeed to see that 
those so overscrupulous on innocuous 
doctrina! differences never give a thought 
to meeting with, worshipping with, and 
being led by some of their own congrega- 
tions who are morally defective. 

It is true that the Lord has a church 
which is his body, and only God keeps 
the books. @nly God knows who are his 
own ang we as human mortais have no 
business sitting in the judgment seat put- 
ting some on the right hand and others on 
the left. We can well afford to be quite 
tolerant in our ignorance, lest by our ex- 
clusiveness we exclude ourselves. CO 


A REPLY TO PERVIE NICHOLS 


definition of “denomination” 





Our February editorial seems to have 
disturbed bro. Pervie Nichols of Ciin- 
ton. Mississippi. Again he takes the 
E.F. editor to task, and this time for 
referring to the Church of Christ asa 
denomination. I have no objection to 
discussing these matters with bro. 
Nichols through the magazine, provided 
he is ready to introduce some meaning- 
ful dialogue to the subject rather than 
parroting the same old stereotyped 
preacher jargon which we have been 
brow-beaten with for many years. I 
am not convinced that Pervie is ready 
for this, nor that he is capable of lay- 
ing aside his party prejudices so as to 
discuss the matter of denominations 
in light of his own understanding. I 
haven't the slightest desire to further 


What is a denomination’? 

A denomination is an institution or organization 
larger than a local New Testament church or 
congregation (f Cor. 1:2; Rev. 2-3), and smaller than 
the universal church or body of Christ, which includes 
all Christians everywhere, Therefore, a denomination 
is a human religious institution. or body, of human 
origin, built upon the doctrines of man and dependent 
upon such for its existence. Denominations exist 
without divine authority, Mt. 15:13.14. They are 
contrary to our Iord’s prayer for unity, Jn. 17:20. 22. 
They disovey such scriptures as [ Cor. 1:10, where we 
are admonished to teach the same things in religion, 
and be united. 


Churches of Christ-Non-Denominationai 
When Paul wrote to brethren at Rome and gaid, 
‘The churches of Christ salute you'’ (Rom. 16:16,) he 


Tobegin with, thereis conflict between 
bro. Nichols’ definition of "'denomina- 
tion’ and my own understanding of thr 
word. I can search through dictior- 
aries, lexicons, concordances, Bibie 
dictionaries, and the Bible itself and 
I can't find such a definition as that 
given by Pervie. And [I know of no 


the cause of sectarianism by chasing 
the subject through the forest of 
brotherhood slogans. They provide 
too many hiding places and in the end 
nothing is accomplished. Still, I am 
willing to give him the benefit of the 
doubt in the event he may be genuinely 
Sincere, and so I will reply to his 
editorial, answer his questions, and 
then present a few of my own. His 
answers will determine whether or not 
he is willing to discuss the subject in 
the spirit of brotherly love. If not, we 
will simply drop the matter. 


The two paragraphs below are an ex- 
cerpt from his March editorial in’’the 
Bible Wav", and upon these we will 
comment; 


was not speaking of different denominations. He spoke 
of a number of local congregations, churches of Christ, 
whose doctrine, name, faith. worship and practice 
were the same. Since these were non-denominationai 
in the first century, if the doctrine, name, faith, 
worship and practice of churches of Christ were the 
same now as then, would they not aiso be non- 
denominationai? If not, why not? Let brother Kilpat- 
lick tel) us. This writer affirms that the church of 
Christ today and the church in the first century are 
identical in these characteristics. The editor of 
‘Ensign Fair’’ is challenged to tell us whether he 
thinks there is a New Testament church, a true church 
of Christ. in the Huntsville area. Iet him also tell us 
how he thinks a scripturaicongregation can be started. 
Does he believe the church of the first century exists 
teday? If s0, where? 


rule that requires that I accept his 
definition. As far as 3 can tell that 
particular description of denomination 
does not exist anywhere outside the 
circle of Restoration churches. So I 
am convinced that the whole fuss about 
denominations is preacher inspired! 
It is factuous, sectarian, and extremely 





denominational within itse?f. Pervie’s 
definition of denomination is the very 
creed that establishes the Church of 
Christ as a denomination. It is the 
creed of exclusivism and alienation. 


When Pervie says that a denomination 
is a "human institution" with a human 
head and man-made doctrine, he is in 
reality describing an apostate church, 
not a denomination. [£ don't deny that 
there are apostate denominations, but 
to designate all denominations as 
apostate is wrong. 


Bro. Nichols is correct in saying that 
a denomination is larger than a local! 
congregation but smaller than the 
church universal. But right about here 
is where his thinking takes the wrong 
turn. His thinking is that we who 
designate ourselves as "'Church of 
Christ" are the fulness of that church 
universal, to the exclusion of all 
others who claim to belong to it. Bro. 
Nichols fails to see that we occupy 
the same position in the Christian 
Society as do all other denominations 
around us, and that it takes more to 
"being" the true church than merely 
matang the "claim" for such. Others 
have the same understanding as we do 
about the true church, i.e., that it was 
established in A.D. 38, that Jesus is 
its head, etc., but the difference be- 
tween us and them is that they claim 
only tobe a''part''of that great society 
whereas we claim tobe ALL OF IT! 
Yes, a denomination is smaller than 
the church universal. But for what- 
ever that may be worth, the same 
worth is contained in saying that the 
local congregation is smaller than the 
church universal. Is there a differ- 
ence in the concepts of combined local] 
churches constituting the universa: 
church andthe combined denominations 
constituting the same? If so, we're in 
trouble because we're part of that 
denominational world. 


WHAT IS A DENOMINATION ? 


A denomination is a body of believers 
who are set apart and are distinguish- 
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ed by their own peculiarities. When 
aname, title, designation is given to 
such a group to identify it, it is so 
"denominated." The dictionary defines 
the word Denominate as: "'to give a 
name to; designate.'' The word De— 
nomination is defined as: "an act of 
denominating; name; designation; a 
general name for a category; a reli- 
gious organization uniting in a single 
legal and administrative body of a 
number of local congregations."" And 
note well the definition of Denomina- 
tionalism: ‘devotion to denominational 
principles or interest; narrow empha- 
sizing of denominational differences; 
SECTARIANISM." 


Now let's sum ourselves up in light 
of this true meaning of denomination. 


We are a "category" of people bearing 
the designation ''Church of Christ" 
with a narrow emphasizing ef denomi- 
national differences. The description 
fits us like it was tailor - made. Not 
only are we denominational, we are 
SECTARIANS as well! When I and 
others refer to the Church of Christ 
as a denomination, J am confident that 
it is in view of the above definition, 
and not according to bro. Nichols’. 


Did denominations exist in New Test- 
ament times? Pervie says no, and in 
light of his definition he is right, at 
leastin so far as meeting God's ap- 
proval, but he is incorrect in light of 
the true definition of the word. Yes, 
there were denominations in New 
Testament times! In fact, there were 
four of them in the city of Corinth. 
You can read about them in 1 Cor, IL: 
11, 12. They were cailed: 


the Paulites - "I belong to Paul" 
the Apollosites -"'I belong to Apollos" 
the Cephasites ~"'I belong to Cephas"' 
the Christians -I belong to Christ.” 


Thus were the Corinthians so"named’} 
"designated", ‘'denominated.” It is 
worth noting that Paul did not condemn 
them for their "teachings" but for their 
"quarreling" as a resultof possessing 


the party spirit. The "narrow empha- 
sizing of differences" resulted in their 
separation jnto tactuous parties. It 
is also worth noting that those who 
said "I am of Christ" exhibited the 
same party spirit and were condemned 
along with the others. Who can fail 
to see the similarity between the 
church at Corinth and the Church of 
Christ today ? 


Bro. Nichols, here and elsewhere, in 
his editorial states tuat the Church of 
Christ of today is identical to the New 
Testament church; which is a state- 
ment that cannot be proved. He has 
apparently confused his mentally en- 
visioned ideal church with the "real" 
existing Church of Christ, and it is 
deceptive to make such comparison. 
He would have been more correct had 
he said that the Church of Christ of 
today is identical to the Corinthian 
church, for we seem to have imitated 
them rather well. Pervie forgot to 
tell us which one of the two-dozen 
divisions of the Restoration churches 
of today is representative of the true 
N. T. church. Not only are we a 
denomination, we have at least two- 
dozen smaller denominations within 
the one. We have those who are de- 
Signated "anti churches", "instrument 
churches’, "non-instrument churches", 
"premillennial churches", ''no-Sunday 
school churches”, "one-cuppers", and 
on and on. Which one, bro. Nichols, 
constitutes the true church of Christ 
of today? 


If Paul were on the local scene, would 
he condemn our segregated elements 
because of their ''teachings', or would 
he condemn that "party spirit"’ which 
caused the division? The Corinthian 
brethren were wrong in their division 
and we are just as wrong for ours. 
Denominationalism is wrong, not so 
much because of division", as such, 
but because of the quarrelings which 
resulted from division which is awork 
of the flesh. Notice that even though 
all four denominations at Corinth were 
condemned for their division, THEY 
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WERE STILL THE TRUE CHURCH OF 
CHRIST! ! 


Denominationalism is wrong whether 
it be within the Church of Christ or 
within the Christian society. There 
is not one scrap of difference between 
our "Internal'’ divisions within the 
Church of Christ and the "External" 
divisions within the Christian com- 
munity. Denominationalism is wrong 
because it defeats the prayer of Jesus 
in John 17 and violates the principles 
of unity taught elsewhere by the apos- 
tles (1 Cor. 1:10-17; Eph. 4:3). 


Pervie says that the church should be 
non-denominational, and in light of his 
definition 1 second the motion; and to 
accomplish this task he will appeai to 
Paul's admonition to "all speak the 
same thing.'' Here, too, is where 
another common mistake is made. 
Brethren take these words literally, 
and literally it is an impossibility. It 
is not possible for every Christian to 
literally speak the exact saine thing, 
nor is it what the apostle intended. 
When we take it in the general sense 
it is an admonition possible to fulfill. 
We canall bespiritually minded, which 
is to be of the same mind because we 
are allof the same (one)body possess- 
ing the same (one) Spirit (Eph. 4:4). 
Wecan all have the same desire for 
good for the church, the same objective 
for its propagation, and we all can 
practice fellowship, and we all can 
love one another, "By this all men will 
know that you are my disciples, if you 
have love for one another" (John 13:35), 


It is not a violation of Paul's admoni- 
tion when brethrenhave different views 
on some of the finer points of doctrine. 
We become violaters only when we 
make these "finer points" a test for 
fellowship. No two people alive can 
be exactly alike inunderstanding! Only 
programmed” robots can be exactly 
alike—and I wouldn't bet too much on 
that. 


The fact that we havea great number 


of denominations within the religious have faith in Him and who live by His 


world does not within itself mean that teachings. 

"Christ is divided’. It only means 

that people have different understand- Yam not suggesting that only we of the 
ings. But CHRIST IS DIVIDED when Church of Christ are guilty of dividing 
people argue about who possesses him! Christ. Others exhibit the same spirit. 
"We have him and you don’t"; "No, we We will cease the dividing only when 
have him, yeu don’t: and in this man- we acknowledge the fact that all who 
ner we "'divide” Christ—not because abide by His teachings, according ro 
we may have different understandings the light of their understanding, are 
but because our selfish creed refuses saved. This is what the prayer in 
to share him with others who have just John 17 is all about. Should this real- 
as much faith (and more), justas much ization ever come to us, the world 
love (and more), and ‘vho have just as would experience a spiritual revival 
many works (and considerably more) like it has never seen. The sixteenth 
credited to them as we do. No, Christ century Renaissance wouid look small 
is not divided for he belongs toail who in comparison. 


QUESTIONS FOR BROTHER NICHOLS 


1. Since its establishment on Pentecost, has the true church of Christ ever 
ceased to exist? 


2. Did it exist between the approximate dates, A.D. 606 and 1805? 


3. If the church of Christ existed between these two periods, tell us when, 
who, and where. 


4. If the true church of Christ "died out", could it not do so again? 
9. Did Alexander Campbel? restore the true church of Christ? 


6. Do we, who have buildings labeled "Church of Christ", have perfect under - 
standing of God's revelation? 


7. Can we be saved without a perfect understanding of New Testament 
doctrine ? 


8. Doall of those who are "saved'' worship behind doors labeled "Church of 
Christ''? 


9. Are there any saved people in other Restoration churches who baptize for 
the remission of sins? 


10. How many doctrinal errors does it take for a “true” church of Christ to 
become a denomination? Or, how much ignorance may a church possess and 
still be considered a true church of Christ? 


11. If holding to, and teaching, a doctrine incorrectly constitutes a denomi- 
nation, what is the status of those within the Churchof Christ who hold different 
views on doctrinal matters? 


12. If a church may be labeled ''denomination” because it teaches a doctrine 
incorrectly, what is the status of a church that, because of a lack of under- 
standing, does not teach the doctrine fully, or at all? —and which is worse? 


13. Is it wise to avoid teaching anythingabouta doctrinenot fully understood? 


14. If the above answer is "yes'’, would it not be better to remain ignorant 
and be assured of heaven, rather than study the Bible and risk hell? 
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Most of these questions can be answer- 
ed with a plain yes or no. There is no 
devious scheme involved in the asking. 
They are designed simply to bring the 
problem into focus. 


Now to Pervie's questions: Keep in 
mind that his auestions are asked in 
light of his understanding of those 
things which constitutes a denomina- 
tion. On the assumption that the first 
century church was non-denomination- 
al, he poses the following questions: 


@ If the doctrine, name, faith, wor- 
ship and practice of churches of Christ 
were the samenow as then, would they 
not also be non-denominational? 

A Yes. 


Q@ Is there a true church of Christ 
in the Huntsville area? 
A Yes. 


@ How can a scriptural congrega- 
tion be started? 


A "...where two or three are ga~ 
thered together..." (Mat. 18:20). 


Q@ Does the churchof the first ceir 
tury exist today? If so, where? 


A Yes, wherever the saved are 
gathered, and even ungathered. 


SUMMARY 


Nothing of which I have said should be 
taken to mean that I in any way favor 
denominationalism. It is wrong, as 
stated. But I would appeal to brethren 
to understand WHY it is wrong and 
work on its prevention which will, in 
time, provide the cure. You simply 
cannot uproot a tree by whacking off 
its branches! Denominationalism is 
here to stay. It is a fact of life and 
we may as well face it and make the 
most of it. We can't stop the denom- 
inational mania by harangue and har- 
assment. The "party spirit", plain 
and simple, is the root cause of all 


division, and when we eliminate the 
cause we will provide the cure. If 
anyone is inclined to take lightly this 
work of the flesh, let him read Gal. 5: 
19-21, and note the category of sins in 
which the party spirit appears: -im-~ 
morality, impurity, licentiousness, 
idolatry, sorcery, enmity, strife, 
jealousy, anger, selfishness, dissen- 
sion, PARTY SPIRIT, envy, drunken- 
ness, carousing, and "those who do 
such things shall not inherit the king- 
dom of God."’ How many of these sins 
may a person commit and still inherit 
the kingdom of God? Our preacher 
brethren do a fairly good job guarding 
themselves against mostof these sins, 
but how many are guilty (as sin) when 
it comes to the one called the "party 
spirit''? So let those who are so dead 
set against denominationalism begin 
preaching against its cause! If every 
Church of Christ preacher spent the 
next one~hundred years preaching a- 
gainst denominationalism he would not 
affect the slightest change!—and there 
would be more at the end than in the 
beginning. Tirades against denomina- 
tions BREEDS the party spirit and tne 
party spirit breeds division. Ti is a 
terrible indictment against us when 
we Derate the denominations while we 
internally foment, ferment, and divide 
and redivide. May God have mércy 
on us. 


For the Church of Christ to enjoy 
rapport with other denominations, it 
is not necessary that we endorse their 
doctrinal beliefs or conform to their 
ways. Being friendly doesn't mean to 
become ''partakers of their evildeeds", 
as we are wont to phrase it. Whatever 
may be our doctrinal uniqueness, it 
can still be maintained even with a 
revised attitude. A friendly attitude 
bespeaks of Christian character, and 
a Christian character speaks louder 
than words. In the end, sucha stance 
would draw us closer to that "unity of 
all believers", for which we all pray. 


| NOTE TO SUBSCRIBERS: It would help us considerably with the bookwork if | 
you would check your expiration date and renew your subscription without the 


usual reminder. Thank you. 
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From the very beginning of the Christ- 
ian community, saints of God have had 


the privilege of worshiping continually,” 


twenty-four hours a day. However, 
the special clergy have been so suc- 
cessful in brainwashing supporters of 
modern religions that some feel they 
must be at acertain place at a certain 
time to give honor and do service to 


the Divine Creator in a certain way. 


The primitive saints did not have this 
impression of worship. Worship was 
their complete lives, whether they 
tended the fields, made tents, spoke 
kind and helpful words to some de- 
spondent soul, tidied up the house, 
milked the cow, or encouraged each 
other in the public assembly. All things 
for the beiiever are to be done to the 
glory (honor) of God, whether inside 
or outside the meetinghouse, and when 
this is done God is worshiped. The 
apostle Paul possibly had this in mind 
when he said, "So, whether you eat or 
drink, or whatever you do, do all to 
the glory of God” (1 Cor. 10:31). 


"Whatever you do" certainly encom- 
passes every good thing a believer 
does. Worship is not like an automo- 
bile, something we turn on and Off, 
depending on where we are going or 
where we are. Nor dowe start wor-~ 
shiping because the hands on theclock 
are at acertain crossroads or because 
some "church bulletin" reads, "Bible 
School 9:30, Worship Service 10:30." 
This is clerical lingo and for too many 
long years we have accepted it as 
valid. In the first place, worship is 
service and Christian service is wor~ 
ship. In the second place, where did 
we ever get the strange idea that in 
the "sSanctuary'' we are. worshiping 
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but in a room only a few feet away 
where the scriptures are being studied 
and Jesus is being discussed we are 
not worshiping? Where did this strange 
philosophy originate? Theologians 
and theological schools. From these 
sources most all human innovations 
and sectarian philosophies find their 
genesis. 


I might remind you that while Jesus 
was Onearthinitiating principleswhich 
were to govern the new economy or 
community of believers, he said the 
time w@ald come when worship would 
be anytime and the place where you 
are (John 4:16-24). That time is here 
and now. We need not wait until we 
have constructed "an impressive place 
of worship,'’as a sectarian journal 
out of Nashville put it recently. That 
"impressive place'’ is wherever we 
are and time is anytime. 1 have no 
objections to such terms as "group 
worship” or "corporate worship", for 
these terms are definitely implied in 
Hebrews 10:25 and 1 Corinthians 14. 
But I do object to the notion that we 
must ''go to church" to offer ourselves 
to God or present our "bodies as living 
sacrifices,''as Paul penned it in Rom. 
12:1. So whether it be group worship 
Or individual worship it is worship 
nevertheless. 


One's worship is no holier or more 
sacred on special religious holidays 
than at any other time. I would be 
less thantruthful if I believed anything 
Other than the fact that those silly 
religious holidays are drawing cards 
for the clergy and periods of profit 
for the profiteerswhofill their pockets 
by exploiting the name of the Son of God. 





T heology — What is it? 


The word "theology" has never set too 
well with some of our preaching 
brethren (and neither does the word 
"clergy", so we must refer to them 
as "preaching brethren ") Apparently 
they associate the word theology with 
"Jiberal theologians", such as Barth, 
Bultmann, Tillich, etc. However, the 
word itself is legitimate and biblical. 
Theology is from the Greek "'theos" 
(God) and "logos" (word, teaching, 
doctrine and/or the study thereof). In 
John 1:1, the apostle says that Jesus 
was the "logos" and the logos was 
"theos'’, God. Therefore, the revela- 
tion of Jesus ABOUT God is theo-logy. 
Actually, the word should be restricted 
to things relating to God, i.e., "about" 
God, but in modern usage it has come 
to embrace every thought relative to 
Christianity. I lay noclaim to sucha 
title in the modern sense of the word, 
but as Christians all of us should be 
theologians in the sense that we are 
Students who "study" ABOUT God. 
Such a study is important for several 
reasons. One good reason is that we 
become better acquainted withGod and 
his law, for his "law" is the epitomy 
of his divine nature. We might say 
that law is God's nature in writing. 
We can either say that through law we 
learn divine nature, or, through divine 
nature we learn law. 


Things "right" or things "wrong" are 
not right or wrong on the ground that 
God simply said so, but on the ground 
of his nature. The "right way" is God's 
NATURAL way, and anything contrary 
to that nature is evil. 


Understand, too, that God IS himself 
all that he requires of his creatures. 
"Be yeperfect as your heavenly Father 
is perfect,'’ says Jesus. This is a 
hard saying. It even seems to con- 
tradict Paul's statement that all men 
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sin and fall short of God's glory (Rom. 
3:23). Yet, there is a sense in which 
we can, in spite of sln, become per- 
fect; but, regretfully, this short article 
is not designed to explore the senses. 
For now, let it suffice to say that for 
man to be saved he must become like 
(sons of) God and possess the same 
attributes as God himself—even though 
not to an infinite degree. 


The re-elevation of ourselves to that 
lofty level of perfectionis what Christ- 
ianity is all about; and everything 
revealed since the fall of Adam is 
designed to return us to that state of 
perfection. But in the interim, and 
until the corruptible puts on the in- 
corruptible, mankind requires a 
‘mediator’, an intercessor, to stand 
in for him. Only that which is perfect 
can approach God. His “holiness" is 
that part of his nature that cannot 
"look upon sin", nor allow it to come 
into his presence. Without an inter- 
cessor to purify, not even the prayers 
af the saints would reach the Father. 
Even though saved, we are still sinners 
of "unclean lips’, and without our 
perfect mediator, Jesus Christ, we 
have no avenue to God. As someone 
put it, "Christ is or EVERYTHING"! 
Our relationship with the Father is all 
tied up in our oneness with Christ— 
one Lord, one body, one Spirit, and 
“he who is united to the Lord becomes 
one spirit with him" (I Cor. 6:17), "For 
you have died, and your life is hid 
with Christ in God" (Col. 3:3). 


Within this divine principle of "holi- 
ness" lies the meaning of the sacrifi- 
cial system of the Old Testament—the 
"perfect" for the "imperfect'' —and 
was designed to teach us thevicarious 
suffering of Christ on the cross. 


Let's not knock the word "theology." _ 


A zeal-to-condemn endangers most conservative communions 


That New Fundamentalism 
Rhoderick D. Ice 


Something called a "new fundamental- 
ism"’—a sectarian zeal for selected 
traditions—is driving people back into 
their church-buildings and locking the 
doors on evangelism! Suddenly, every 
conservative religious groupis faced 
With a severe crisis! Not one will 
escape! 


We conservative religious people have 
been a little snug as we have seen our 
brotherhood grow atatremendous rate 
Since World War II. Dean M. Kelly 
has written a book, ''Why Conservative 
Churches Are Growing" (Harper & 
Row). But this book does not give us 
much room for pride. Some 'quasi- 
Christian” groups suchas the Mormons 
and the Jehovah's Witnesses are among 
those growing the fastest. Perhaps 
wehaveclosed our eyes tothe problems 
and dangers, and overlooked such 
statements as this in the book: 


In the narrow sense, La Noue is 
probably correctwhen he says that 
conservative churches are appeal- 
ing to an ever diminishing reser- 
voir of older, rural, and small- 
town people who are responsive 
to traditional assurances of super - 
natural salvation. If religion is 
confined to persons who are cul- 
turally conditioned to seek and 
accept that particular formulation 
of ultimate meaning, then its 
prospects are indeed dwindling 
(page 93). 


No Respecter of Groups 


The old fundamentalism resulted in 
part from reaction against classic 
liberalism, and attempted to salvage 
"old time religion'’’—which to some 
extent is human tradition. Churches 
of Christ are not reaily "fundamentai- 
ist'' in their thinking, and so escaped 
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some of the problems caused among 
other groups. 


Reuel Lemmons writes in aneditorial: 
This is a brand of fundamentalism 
because it has absolutely no con- 
nection with sound doctrine or 
Biblical theology. It is as anti- 
Biblical as eitherclassic liberal- 
ism or neo-orthodoxy. We feel 
that thisis one of the most danger- 
ous developments of our times, 
and poses a greater threat to the 
soundness of the church than do 
some other trends. We do not 
believe that any pulpit nor paper, 
nor college, nor preacher, nor 
school, nor missionary forum, nor 
Bible class should ever be used 
for the promotion of personal 
interests and partisan sectarian- 
ism. And to promote such under 
the guise of defending the faith” 
bears a double onus (Firm Found- 
ation, May 1, 1973). 


Some attitudes make us especially 
susceptible tothe new fundamentalism, 
but every conservative group is feeling 
the pinch. John R. Rice shows what 
is taking place among the "Independent 
Baptists."" He writes in the February 
23, 1973 issue of the "Sword of the 
Lord": 
... Now following a false teacher, 
a man with an angry disposition 
who split his own church, broke 
his own home and now, I hear, is 
in worse trouble—following him 
you have made a big issue about 
a doctrine not taught in the Bible 
at all, that the King James Version 
itself is the exact and inspired 
translationfo the Bible. You don't 
know enough to do that kind of 
teaching and anybody who goes 
against the scholarship of all the 


great Christians in the world 
without even decent respect and 
without considering all the study 
that has been done on it has no 
business dividing brethren and 
causing trouble in the churches. 
In Jesus' Name, yours, John R. 
Rice. 
It is interesting tonote from the article 
that the perverted version" which the 
false teacher has been fighting against 
is the ‘American Standard Version, " 
which, says John R. Rice, 1s an ac- 
curate version. 


This "new fundamentalism" is nothing 
more than the old *'sectarianism" in 
a new set of clothes. David Lipscomb 
founder and first editor of the Gospel 
Advocate, wrote these words in the 
last century: 


There are some in nonsectarian 
churches who are sectarians, who 
violate the laws of God in order to 
Oppose sectarians. They are sec- 
tarians in their opposition to sec- 
tarians. There are some in sec- 
tarian churches who will obey God 
and follow Him in spite of the 
sectarianism of the churches in 
which they may find themselves. 
As examples, there are persons 
in the Baptist, Methodist, and 
Presbyterian churches who were 
baptized to obey God rather than 
to please the sects. In this they 
rise above the sectarian spirit, 
despite the parties in which they 
find themselves. They ought to 
get out of the sectarian churches, 
but they see somuch sectarianism 
in the nonsectarian churches that 
they think they are all alike. 
(Questions Answered, by Lipscomb 
and Sewell, Gospel Advocate Co., 
page 592) 


God’s Word Today 


Those who brag about "old time reli- 
gion" and "old fashioned churches, " 
who fight to retain the tradition of 
yesteryear, are setting the stage for 
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the take-over by the new fundamental- 
ists. Certainly, the Bible is true—the 
final revelation of God's will! But 
those who refuse topermit God's Word 
to speak in the language of today are 
laying the very trap that the new fund- 
amentals will use to ensnare them! 
This writer is convinced that God has 
deliverately raised up many new trans- 
lations or versions of the Holy Bible 
for the express purpose of being able 
to counteract this new heresy ! 


Alexander Campbell andthe restoration 
movement of his day used a new version 
of Scripture—the ''Living Oracles''—to 
capture sectarians for Jesus Christ! 
This new version was used as a tool 
to destroy false doctrine, and, as a 
means to teach truth! The devil sever~ 
ely opposed the forces of restoration, 
but by the end of the War between the 
States, numbered the fourth largest 
religious group in the country —after 
the Catholics, Baptists, and Method- 
ists. Where are we now? 


Deadly Isolation 


The real danger of this new heresy is 
seen in this "profound statement” by 
an unknown writer. ‘Virtue is more 
dangerous than vice, since it is not 
limited by conscience.'’ Something 
which seems true will not be subjected 
to the same checks and balances that 
will be used on something which seems 
doubtful. There is little danger of 
Bible-believing Christians being taken 
in by liberalism, but, many are being 
deceived by the ''wolf in sheep's cloth- 
ing''which is the new fundamentalism. 


Again we quote from the editorial by 
Reuel Lemmons: 


One tragic effect of the New Fund- 
amentalism is its increased iso- 
lation of the church from what is 
going on in the world. A sort of 
"monasticism" is developing and 
an "exclusive aloofness" is being 
preached that will take us out of 
the arena and put us in seclusion. 
A policy of "pietistic separation- 





ism" is not the course chosen by 
Jesus, not the one command of 
His church. Non-involvement and 
non-participation is the theology 
of the New Fundamentalism, and 
we believe this is the direct anti- 
thesis of the New Testament com- 
mandment. 


James DeForest Murch has written: 
The forces of truth and righteous- 
ness are now facing an Armageddon 
in which the “spirits of devils 
working miracles" threaten to 
destroy them. Humanity's last 
best hopes are under fire. Christ- 
lianity and the church itself are 
endangered. Only afew generations 
in the long history of the world 
have had the terrible responsibility 
and glorious opportunity of defend- 
ing belief against unbelief and the 
Kingdom of God against the prin- 
cipalities and powers of the Evil 
One, in times of maximum danger. 
This is one of those times, and, 
in the providence of God, it may 
be the last time. 


Perhaps hedid not have this new heresy 
in mind as he wrote these words, but 
they certainly fit. His theme is ac- 
curate —"'Teach or Perish"! (Read 
Hebrews 5:11-6:6). 


Trained To Attack 


Many defections from the Lord's church 
have begun by reason of a false stand- 
are of "loyalty"’ being erected by 
certain disciples, and by a demand 
that a certain religious journal shall 
be more intense and exacting inregard 
to discipline than any church of Christ 
has thus far endeavored to be. It is 
interesting that the apostle to the Gen- 
tiles wrote to Christians in Corinth 
and suggested that "they all be one." 
He did not write to the "faithful few" 
and tell them to begin a “faithful 
church" in Corinth. If they had fol- 
lowed his instructions carefully, divi- 
sion would have ceased tobea problem. 
But someone has said, if the Savior 
had prayed for His disciples to be 
splintered into aS many parties as 


possible, they could not have done 
much worse than they have in produc- 
ing division, strife, contentions, and 
Carping criticism. 


Others have suggested that our brother- 
hood has a "'debate psychology" which 
has trained us to bite and devour. * 
There may be some truth here, but it 
is nota fair accusation. Yet, where 
this spirit does exist, the new funda- 
mentalism seizes upon it to create 
personal glory for himself (like Diot- 
rephes). Just let someone yell "liberal" 
or "perversion", and thousands will 
run off after him, without ever once 
checking God's Book. 


The only possible defense against any 
and all heresy has its basis in two 
interrelated facts of doctrines pre- 
sented in the Bible. There are: (1) 
Love (read all of I John); and (2) an 
obedience to the command of Hebrews 
6:1-3. Love will keep us from "'biting 
and devouring one another"; and ''going 
on to perfection" will prevent willful 
ignorance, perverseness, haste, im- 
pulsiveness, and conceit. It truly is 
"teach or perish'’~—but the thing taught 
must be truth in love! 


"And obey, that you do, as was com- 
manded to you by the Lord, your God; 
do not become turned away to the right, 
nor to the left’ (My version of Zam- 
enhof's translation of the Hebrew of 
Deuteronomy 5:32). "Avoid evil and 
walk straight ahead. Don't go one step 
off the right way" (Proverbs 4:27; 
"Today's English Version"). ‘My 
children, keep yourself away from 
false gods!" (1 John 5:21; "Today's 
English Version). a 


228 Marlborough Dr. 
New Kensington, PA 15068 


Lord grant that I may always desire 
more than I can accomplish. 
—Michelangelo 
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America is no longer a melting pot 
but a pressure cooker.—Lon Woodrum 
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Grassy Church of Christ 


Those who appear amazed that amag- 
azine such as the Ensign Fair could 
come out of this area of legalism will 
probably be more amazed to learn that 
there is a''free'’'churchinour vicinity. 
The Grassy Church of Christ, located 
about 30 miles south of Huntsville, 
between Guntersville and Arab, Ala., 
is just such a congregation. 


By "free church" I mean one that 
understands what freedom in Christ 
means as taught by Paul in Romans 6: 
14; Gal. 5:1, 13; 2:3, 4; I Cor. 3:17; 
James in 1:25; 2:12; Peter in I Pet. 2: 
16; and Jesus inJohn 8:32. They know 
that their freedom is IN Christ and 
not FROM Christ, that they do not 
live under law but under grace; and 
likewise that their salvation is based 
upon the atoning blood of Christ and 
the imputation of His righteousness 
through faith, rather than through the 
merit of "law-keeping.'' They ‘mow, 
too, that salvation is through an obe- 
dient faith that works through love. 
Their understanding of these things is 
truly amazing and what is even more 
surprising is that this is a rural con- 
gregation. Normally, rural churches 
are even more legalistic than those 
churches "up town", but here we have 
an excepfion. 


The Grassy church is unique in many 
respects. They have about 75 mem- 
bers, no paid-preacher, and no elders. 
Bible classes are conducted by several 
capable men (with women teaching the 
youngsters). Their teaching literature 
is locally prepared, except when they 
teach directly from the Bible. Their 
worship service is conducted in the 
usual Church of Christ fashion (non- 
instrument), except the "preaching~- 
hour'' consists of spontaneous edifi- 
cation by any member of the church 
who may have a word of praise or 
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thanksgiving, some good report, a 
short exhortafion, or just scripture 
reading. Most noticeable of all is the 
display of love and fellowship which 
permeates this small group. They 
love the Lord and they love, respect, 
and enjoy the fellowship of one another. 


Such a church is rare, not only in this 
area, but anywhere inthe brotherhood. 
As you might suspect, they suffer 
abuse from those of sectarian bent. 
They are locally ostracised and label- 
ed "liberal'’", and for no other reason 
than that they are different. But thank 
God for that difference! Thank God 
that we still have those who are brave 
enough to suffer the abuse and stand 
alone as a free church of Christ, 
rather than submit again to the yoke 
of legalism and sectarianism. 


Visitors are received as_ honored 
guests. Pray for them, and pray for 
those who have not learned what they 
have learned. 


If you would like to learn more about 
the Grassy church you may write to: 


Ancel B. Farris 
518 4th St. N.E. 
Arab, AL 35016 


Russian school teacher: ''Who were 
the first human beings?" 

Student: "Adam and Eve.” 

Teacher (smiling indulgently): "And 
what nationality were they ?" 

Student: 'Russian."' 

Teacher (more seriously): "How do 
you know ?"' 

Student: “They had no roof ever 
their head, no clothes to wear, 
one apple between them, and they 
called it Paradise." 
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Editorial 


At the date of this writing I have not heard from bro. 
Pervie Nichols regarding my answer to his March 
editorial in the Bible Way. The discussion will 
probably be delayed one month, assuming that he 
intends to answer, and the delay is no doubt enhanced 
by the fact that he is relocating from Clinton, Miss. 
to Jasper, Alabama. 


I prefer not to spend too much time belaboring the 
issues with bro. Nichols, but in this case Pervie is 
such a perfect specimen of brotherhood "legalism'"’ 
and ''Church of Christism" that it provides an ex- 
cellent opportunity to speak out against this form of 
apostasy. Even though the things we say may appear 
to be directed solely at bro. Nichols, our intent is to 
focus attention upon those teachings which we feel to 
be detrimental to the progress of Restoration. 


When Pervie's May issue of the Bible Way arrived I 
was made to feel somewhat ''slighted"’, because he 
never once called mea "'fatse teacher"; in fact, he 
never even gave me an honorable mention! As I read 
on I think I detected the reason for it. 


From Pervie's WATCHTOWER he has sighted another 
powerful heresy, one that is sure to shake the very 
foundations of the Kingdom. This time, believe it or 
not, the issue is ""FEET-WASHING"! 


It seems there is just not enough "fresh" heresy's 
going around to occupy Pervie's full time and so he 
visits the graveyard of dead issues and digs one up! 
As we said of him before, ''Pervie plucks firebrands 
out of the fireand waves them around hopingtocreate 
an issue and when that one dies out he grabs another. "’ 
Feet-washing has been a dead issue for several 
decades, and somehow I can't foresee the brethren 
getting all excited about reviving it. But for bro. 
Nichols, any old issue is good in a pinch, Apparently 
this is the way he gives himself his needed monthly 
transfusion; and, too, this may be his way of ''boning 
up’"’ to succeed Ira Y. Rice, Jr. as head of the 
"Fraternity of Brotherhood Watchdogs". 


In his April editorial bro. Nichols expressed some 
doubt that the Ensign Fair wouid be "fair" and print 
the opposite side of doctrinal issues. He says, 


"In the April editoriai, page 2, he says the goal 
of the paper is to ‘present opposite views on 
troublesome doctrinal issues in the interest of 
batance.’ Surety the editor will admit that ours 
is an 'opposing view’, and theissuesare trouble- 
some. Why did he not live up to his purpose and 
publish our ‘opposing views'? Will he now be 
"fair' to his readers and do it?" 

(turn to page 19) 
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A Two-Part Study 


Imputation of Righteousness 


Arnold Hardin 
2920 Prairie Creek Rd. 
Datlas, Texas 75227 


When, in view of the cross, a sinner 
believes in Christ, repents, confesses 
and is baptized into Christ, such a 
one stands under the umbrella of the 
imputation of righteousness. What 
does this mean? It means "having put 
on Christ’’ such are now justified. 
What is involved in justification? How 
is justification and the imputation of 
righteousness related? 








The doctrine of the imputation of 
righteousness has excited much con- 
troversy among theological writers, 
who seem, in fact, to disagree more 
about words than things. The Scrip- 
tures present the subject in a very 
clear light. Take the following pas- 
sage: 


David describeth the blessing of 
the man unto whom God imputeth 
righteousness without works say- 
ing, “Blessed are they whose 
sins are covered. Blessed is the 
man to whom the Lord will not 
impute sin.” 


According to this description the 
imputation of righteousness is equiva- 
lent to the non-imputation of sin, and 
does not consist in the transference of 
any moral qualities to the recipient of 
the blessing. 


But is is asked: DotheScriptures teach 
that the righteousness of Christ is 
imputed to the believer? That depends 
upon what is meant by "’the righteous~ 
ness of Christ’. This expression has 
both a subjective and an objective 
Signification; subjective. as denoting 


PART ONE 








the moral attributes and personal 
excellence of Christ; and objective, 
as denoting the state of favor and 
acceptance withGod attainable through 
Christ. If the expression is taken in 
the former acceptation the question 
before us is to be answered in the 
negative, according to the import of 
the passage quoted above. But if by 
“the righteousness of Christ'' we are 
to understand the righteousness at- 
tainable through him, it seems but 
little more than a simple truism to 
say that this is imputed to us. 


This, we believe, is al] that is meant 
by those who contend that the right- 
eousness of Christ is imputed to the 
believer, and certainly no one would 
reject the doctrine in this sense, un- 
less he would deny in opposition to 
the apostle that ‘Christ is the end 
(perfection or fulfillment) of the law 
for righteousness to every believer. "’ 
It is, moreover, declared that he was 
made a sin-offering for us, "that we 
might be made the righteousness of 
God in him"; and that he is ''made unto 
us wisdom, righteousness, sanctifi- 
cation and redemption" (I. H. Grubbs, 
Lard’s Fourth Quarterly ). 


Many Scriptures speak concerning this 
theme. Chief among them is Romans 
four: "Abraham believed God andit was 
counted unto him for righteousness.” 
Paul quotes Genesis 15:6, establishing 
that Abraham was justified by faith 
and not by works (perfect obedience to 
law). He was justified just as we are, 


gratuitously. The King James Version 
uses the word imputed. To impute 
faith for righteousness occurs repeat- 
edly in the writings of Paul. What is 
meant by "impute’’, "reckon", or 
"count''? The lexicons say it means 
"reckon, take into account, or put to 
one’s account."’ 


It generally implies the accessory 
idea of "treating one according to 
the nature of the thing imputed" 
(2 Sam. 19:19; 1 Sam. 22:15; Ps. 
32:2; 2 Cor. 6:49: 2 Tim. 4:16}. 
Imputation is laying anything to 
one’s charge, and treating him 
accordingly. It produces no change 
in the individual to whom the im- 
putation is made; it simply alters 
his relation to the law. All those 
objections, therefore, to the doc- 
trine expressed by this term, 
whichare founded on the assump- 
tion that imputation alters the 
morai character of men; that it 
implies infusion of either sin or 
holiness, rest on a misconception 
of its nature. {ft is just ascom- 
mon and correct to speak of laying 
to a man’s charge what does not 
belong to him, as what does. That 
a thing can be justly imputed toa 
person to whom it does not per- 
sonally belong, is a matter of 
course. But the word itself im- 
plies that the thing imputed must 
belong to the person concerned, 
is a Singular misconception." 

(Charles Hodge, Romans. p. 106) 


Paul speaks of imputing righteousness, 
not to those to whom it personally 
belongs, certainly, but to the ungodly; 
to those who have no works. 


Brethren continue to teach that which 
Romans four denies. Much teaching 
conditions the obtaining of righteous- 
ness upon the basis or grounds of the 
Sinner’s obedience. Thus he stands 
"clothed in faithful obedience" and God 
puts such righteousness down to the 
Sinner’s account. Therefore, many 
brethren refuse to properly take into 


account the perfect life of Christ— 
meeting the demands of law—which no 
sinner can do. 


SO many brethren maintain that Paul 
did not discuss Abraham's justification 
at one point intime. But this he always 
did! Inspiration was establishing the 
principle of justification through faith. 
Whatever Abraham's _ justification 
meant to him it is used as a type of 
Our justification in Christ. Paul was 
not discussing his record of faithful- 
ness, though to be sure, saving faith 
will always respond to any demand 
made upon it. Abraham was not justi- 
fied, contends Paul, by his faithful 
life being imputed to him for right- 
eousness! Such never entered into the 
heart or pen of the apostle. 


Sinners are ''dead to trespasses and 
sins’. Dead men are to be made alive. 
God justifies the ''ungodly''—not the 
‘“godly"'! Hence, salvation must be on 
the basis of faith and not on the baiss 
of human works or human righteous- 
ness. Men must come to be seen as 
innocent but such innocence does not 
belong to man (by his doing) so it must 
be ascribed or imputed to him. Many 
point out that justification is - 


...really a''forensic" justification, 
in that we are declared righteous 
or counted as righteous by God, 
even though we actually, in our 
own right, are not truly righteous. 
We are permitted to ‘wear the 
robes of Christ’s righteousness" 
since we have none of our own 
that are _ presentable. Some 
scholars argue considerably about 
whether the Christian is really 
righteous or is simply declared 
righteous. The answer seems 
obvious, but the end result for 
us is the same in either case. We 
are justified "freely" in Christ 
and because of his saving act in 
our behalf, since we do not earn 
the salvation, it is free, and this 
is what the notion of grace im- 
plies’ (Romans, J. D. Thomas). 





When sinners "trust and obey", they 
stand before God as innocent, cleansed, 
justified. Something stands as_ the 
basis or grounds of that justification. 
It is either (i) the faithful lifeof the 
sinner, or (2) the imputation—putting 
to their account—of the perfect life of 
Christ (satisfaction of the demands of 
law) and his death (penalty demanded 
by broken law). Which is it? Which 
shall we teach? 

What Is Justification? 
Justification must be defined. It is 
the idea of being completely absolved 
of guilt—declared right before the 
law—innocent. It is a free gift—grace 
being the opposite of meritorious 
works. A response must be made in 
accepting the gift. Such acts of ac- 
ceptance in no way can be considered 
to rank along side the grace of God. 
Salvation is not a matter of "fifty— 
fifty’' as has often been taught. Im- 
putation indeedneedsto be understood. 


In Rom. 4:5, Paul said that Abraham's 
faith was imputed for righteousness. 


That itis evidently not intended 
that the act of believing was the 
meritorious ground of acceptance, 
for then itwould have been awork. 
(constantly one hears or reads 
from brethren that faith isa work 
and John 6:29 is perverted to so 
teach. We have been determined 
that righteousness come about by 
saving meritinhumaneffort, ah). 
Faith was as much his own act, 
asany Obedience tolaw" {Barnes} 


Faith was different to the demands of 
law. Sinners are to be treated as 
righteous, though in themselves un- 
righteous. This is imputation! 


SO many err just here as did brother 
Whiteside in his Commentary: 


He will see that Pauldoes not say 
that Abraham was reckoned right- 
eous because of his faith to God, 
God reckons to a man only that 
which he has or should have. 


an 


Too many think of Abraham as being 
justified as an alien. Whereis it found 
that his (works) faith was the ground 
of his justification? Do sinners be- 
come righteous subjectively, and then 
God just so declares it as being true? 
Such isnot salvation “by grace through 
faith'', but through works of human 
merit. 


And so far as anything they could 
do about it was concerned, their 
salvation was wholly a matter of 
works (Whiteside). 


A flat contradiction of scripture! GOD 
EITHER ACCOUNTS RIGHTEOUSNESS 
TO SINNESS WHO DESERVE NOTHING 
BUT CONDEMNATION. OR ELSE HE 
CREDITS TO SINNERS THAT WHICH 
IS RIGHTFULLY THEIRS BY THEIR 
OWN EFFORTS! 


The denominational doctrine of 
imputed righteousness reminds 
one of the children's game of 
“play -like’’ and to say “he is 
counted righteous because he is 
clothed with the righteousness of 
Christ’ is “play-like theology”. 
(Whiteside) 


One can scarcely misunderstand what 
our esteemed brother was saying. It 
is repeated often today. If such be 
true, then God does not justify the 
ungodly—He justifies, or puts down 
to one’s account, the fact of his own 
godliness. Our brother, as sO many 
today, was sorely afraid that someone 
was going to believe the error that 
personal character or moral goodness 
could be transferred to them. 


It is not meant that the righteous- 
ness of Christ is transferred to 
them, so as to become personally 
theirs—for moral character can- 
not be transferred: —nor that it is 
infused into them, making them 
personally meritorious—for then 
they could not be spoken olf as un- 
godly; but that Christ died in their 
stead, to atone for their sins, and 
is regarded by Goci to have dica: 


and that the results or bencfits of 
his death are so reckoned or im- 
puted to believers as lo make it 
proper for God to regard and 
treat them as if they had them- 
selves obeyed the law: that is. 
righteous in his sight (Barnes), 


This righteousness does not, of 
course. belong antecedently to 
those to whom it is imputed, for 
they are unholy, and destitute of 
works. Here then is an imputa- 
tion to men of what does not 
belong to them, and to which they 
have in themselves rroclaim. To 
impute righteeusness is the apos- 
tle's definition of the term justify. 
It is not making men inherently 
righteous, or morally pure, but 
it is regarding and treating them 
as just. This is done, not on the 
eround of personal character or 
works, but on the ground of the 
righteousness of Christ (Romans, 
Charles Hodge). 


We are justified by imputation of 
Christ's righteousness, not by 
infusion. God graciously accepts 
for us and in our behalf the right- 
eousness of Christ, that is both 
as to his obedience, in the days 
of his flesh, he performed for us 
and his suffering sustained for 
us (ibid, p. 114), 


Therefore, justification with God 
comes by an imputed righteousness; 
not on earth, but in heaven. Man will 
be doomed who looks for a righteous- 
ness in himself by his own “faithful 
life’. It is being widely taught that 
there is no grace beyond law! Such. 
legalism when fully believed negates 
the very idea inherent within imputa- 
tion of righteousness! Perfect law 
keeping is impossible, or else, Christ's 
death was criminal. 


God's holy laws must be upheld. Man 
must stand silent before God as a 
condemned criminal. God's love 
moved him to enter into a covenant 


with his Son, in that Christ became a 
blood brother with sinners and stood 
as the representativeof sinners at the 
bar of justice (Rom. 3:24). The whole 
human race stood in his personvefore 
the outraged law. He is our substitute. 
Never speak of "'cheap grace’! Though 
Salvation is free, yet, it cost Our sub- 
stitute tears and blood. fn his perfect 
life he met the demands of God's law. 
He vindicated and honored it! Then 
on the crosshewas plunged into "hell"' 
for you and me. ‘My God, my God, 
why have you forsaken me?" Justice 
bends before that expiring victim and 
the declaration of all ages is made— 
"It is enough!"' Justice is satisfied— 
"It is finished!" O 

(continued in next issue) 
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RACISM 
IN THE CHURCH! 


With a certain degree of shame and 
embarrassment we noted the blaring 
headlines in the local paper recently 
that one of our nearby churches (in 
Fayetteville, Tenn.) had split over the 
issue of bussing black children to the 
church services. The Washington St. 
Church of Christ in Fayetteville was 
an old established congregation in that 
city until racism reared its ugly head 
and shattered the old order, and even 
to the point of involving the Ku Klux 
Klan. He who thinks that racism dves 
not exist within the Church of Christ 
is simply not acquainted withthe facts. 
It does exist, and will probawly always 
2xist until brethren become Christian. 
One of our Tennessee brethren sum- 
med up this particular church by this 
cerse, sardonic statement: '’...at one 
time they almost went "christian." 


However, it should be pointed out in 
‘airness to the faithful members of 
this congregation that the problems 
arising from bussing blacks did not 

etn €@ Pare Toy fol. 2) 


COPING WITH LONELINESS 


MICHAEL HALL 
Bloomington, Indiana 


Everybody hastocope with loneliness. 
It's not unique or particular withyou. 
Further, it is plenteously evident that 
people will do nearly anything to avoid 
loneliness. We just don't want to be 
lonely. So we run from it; we hide 
from it; we try to buy our way out of 
it. In multifarious ways we all try to 
avoid it; even if it means hurting 
others. None of us want to be lonely. 


The raw fact is that we're AFRAID of 
being alone. The sense of emptiness, 
of estrangement, of alienation, of being 
unloved is something that haunts us 
and drives us uncontrollably to wipe 
out loneliness. We bolt loneliness 
from entering by anarray of protective 
devices: things, friends, sex, mar- 
riage, kids, work, recreation. But 
loneliness still comes pounding at the 
door and invading the small rooms of 
our lives; whether we live ina palace 
orahut. It seeks us out and makes 
us face up to the emptiness and alien- 
ation that seems inherent in human 
life. 


What is loneliness? It is far more 
than just being alone. Nearly every- 
body has experienced being alone 
without being lonely. The two are not 
equivalent. Loneliness is possible 
even in crowds, in the midst of our 
families, even with the one who we 
love dearest. Loneliness is probably 
best defined asasetof emotions which 
a person feels when he senses that he 
is isolated from others. He often 
senses that he isn't loved or cared 
about. We call that feeling, estrange- 
ment. Loneliness is the feeling that 
our life is one of a major castastrophe 
moving toward a holocaust! It’s nota 
very pleasant feeling. 


But man is not a mere IBM «ard, pre- 
programmed for contingency of life, 


with no optionsof his own. The Christ-~- 
ian faith has always highlighted the 
personal freedom, expression and 
choice that's available to men and 
women. Yet our technocratic 20th 
century is a juggernaut of program- 
ming that seems to be progressively 
moving toward depersonalization and 
super « industrialism that crushes 
“people''. That only increases loneli- 
ness and boredom. 


Lonetiness is feeling like a merc 
number, a robot, a cog in a vast 
technocratic age that shovesyou about 
inhumanely. Loneliness today is the 
third greatest killer of students who 
end their lives by suicide. They ‘gat 
it over with” by suicide because they 
could not handle the boredom, thc 
alienation, the uncaring natureof their 
society. Life contained no meaning 
for them, no purpose. They wave in 
tothe monster of fatalism and accepted 
the damnable course of nihilism that 
ended it all for them. 


MINISTERING TO THE LONELY 


Surely the Good-News of Jesus Christ 
has something to say to loneliness! 
IF it is Good News, IF it is a message 
of hope and love—then it must have a 
viable message and an_ enlivening 
ministry to the lonely. What can we 
do to minister to the lonely ? 


First, the Christian response is to 
admit that loneliness is a problem. It 
is a universal problem, in fact, that 
often underlies many other problems. 
It's a contributing factor to mental 
breakdowns, divorce, alcoholism, 
drugs, suicides, crime, etc. Those 
who have received the love of God and 
are now able to love others with His 
love should not brush aside the prob- 
lem superficially with a, “Oh cheer 


up, get busy and forget it'’ (great 
shades of James 2:14-18!). Loneliness 
is a serious problem that involves a 
person's self-concept and his concept 
of God. 


The solution to loneliness is not ''acti- 
vism."' Just “getting busy'', which is 
an ingrained American philosophy, is 
not a panacea for all ills. Look at the 
multiplied millions of Americans who 
cannot stand to be by themselves and 
not "busy'’. They even turn their 
leisure time into another activity. We 
must always be “"doing’’ something. 
Why? Partially because we're afraid 
of confronting ourselves. Consequently, 
we are always moving but going no- 
where, we are always doing but ac- 
complishing little. Even our ''busyness' 
can't conquer loneliness. 


Secondly, Christians can minister to 
the lonely by emphasizing that PEOPLE 
COUNT. One of the most significant 
contributions which the Christian way 
of life has made for human sanity and 
enrichment is the emphasis _ that 
PEOPLE DO COUNT. 


Much of the loneliness currently en- 
countered comes from the fabricated 
worldof technology which dehumanizes 
and reduces people to mere cogs in 
the vast machinery. People in turn, 
depreciate themselves, think them- 
selves worthless, inferior and impo- 
tent. No wonder people trample on 
each other to purchase the latest 
“positive-thinking" book. What Jesus 
says to this situation is that people 
are important; even the Law was made 
FOR people and not people for the sake 
of an abstract, depersonalized un- 
yielding law. Jesus recognized that 
men and women have failedand sinned 
before God, but that since His atone- 
ment experience, there is recovering 
and healing. Jesus preached whole- 
ness (salvation) which He personally 
made available by His caring self- 
denial. After all, we can only love 
others "as ourselves'' when we do 
accept and love "ourselves" (Mat. 22: 
37-39). 


Joy to all people! 


A third Christian response is fellow- 
ship (Koinonia). This lost art has 
been superficially replaced by a 
monthly potluck. Our theatre-struct- 
ured auditoriums almost prevent us 
from really "sharing" with one another. 
Qur lives are no longer intricately 
intertwined as brothers and sisters. 
We no longer depend on each other or 
even see each other to share in Word 
or praise On a day-to-day basis. Our 
companions inChrist are not even our 
closest friends. And the relationship 
we have is often stiff and artificial: 
we meet all dressed up once a week 
to observe a performance and reckon 
that as our "spiritual service." Genu- 
ine and deep sharing (koinonia) isn't 
an enervating part of our Christianity 
anymore. 


A renewal to real fellowship, with 
indepth sharing and intimacy as the 
"family of God'’' would tremendously 
assist in ministering to the feelings 
of loneliness. If loneliness arises 
from a sense that no one cares or 
needs us, then, when the church be- 
comes a ‘company of the concerned", 
loneliness can becreatively ministered 
to. Just being a good listener can be 
a healing service to the lonely. 


Finally, we must learn how to experi- 
ence CREATIVE LONELINESS. It is 
not really a question of whether we 
are going to experience loneliness or 
not. That's not even a potential al- 
ternative to anybo@y. The innate 
characteristic of this world, being 
separated from God, precludes the 
possibility of not being lonely. The 
choice is between damaging and frus- 
trating loneliness and creative lone- 
liness. The former leads to despair, 
misery, anger and apathy. The latter 
leads to renewal, theocentric lives 
and move sensitiveness to others. 
Let's bea "Company of the Concerned’ 
and minister the Good-News of Great 


3708 Maple Leaf Drive 
Bloomington, Indiana 47401 


When Wedlock 
Heeomes Deadlock 


Biblical Teaching on Divorce, Part 1 


ANDRE BUSTANOBY 
Copyright 1975 by Christianity Today; used by permission. 


The most recent figure on marriage 
and divorce in the 1975 World Almanac 
show that for every two new marriages 
in the United States there is one di- 
vorce. It has been estimated that 
desertions —called ''the poor man's 
divorce'’— equal the number of legal 
divorces, pushing the total of termina— 
ted marriages to almost two million 
a year. This means that divorces and 
desertions together almost equal the 
number of new marriages! 


One of the familiar statements in the 
Bible on divorce is that of Jesus in 
Matthew 19:3-9. The Pharisees came 
to ''tempt’' Jesus. They wanted to find 
occasion to accurse or humiliate him. 
"Is it lawful for a man to put away his 
wife for every cause?'' they asked. In 
Jesus’ day there were two schools of 
thought on divorce: the liberal school 
of Shammai, which permitted divorce 
only for infidelity. The Pharisees 
were asking Jesus, 'Whose side are 
you on, Shammai's or Hillel's?" 


Jesus answered in a way they did not 
expect: 


Have you not read, that he which 
made them.at the beginning, made 
them male and female, and 
said, For this cause shall a man 
leave father and mother, and shall 
Cleave to his wife: and the twain 
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shall be one flesh? Wherefore they 
are no more twain, but one flesh. 
What therefore God hath joined 
together, let not man put asunder. 


Instead of appealing to the current 
views of divorce, Jesus went back to 
the original institution of marriage 
and showed that God never intended 
that there be divorce for any cause. 


The Pharisees thought that they had 
Jesus on the spot, that he had not 
taken into consideration the Law of 
Moses. So they asked 'Why did Moses 
then command to give a writing of 
divorcement, and to put her away ?'' 
Jesus’ answer was, "Moses because 
of the hardness of your hearts suffer - 
ed youto put away yourwives: butfrom 
the beginning it was not so.’"' Jesus 
made it clear that he intended to re- 
establish the original pattern of mar- 
riage that allowed no divorce. 


Now this brings us to the famous 
"exception clause’: ''And I say unto 
you, Whosoever shall put away his 
wife, except it be for fornication, and 
shall marry another, committeth 
adultery. and whoso marrieth her 
which is put away doth commit adulte- 
ry.'"' The usual interpretation of this 
Clause is divorce on the ground of 
infidelity. It is suggested that the 
word "'fornication’’ normally carries 
the idea of sexual impurity, and that 
its normal usage should be applied 
here. 


Several considerations raise doubts 
about this interpretation, however. 
First, ''adultery'' would be the detter 
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word to describe the violation of the 
marriage vow; yet the word "fornica- 
tion" is used. Second, Mark and Luke 
omit the exception clause; this suggests 
that Matthew, who wrote for Jewish 
readers, included something that was 
of particular interest to the Jewish 
reader. Third, the disciples’ reaction 
to Jesus‘ words is one of amazement: 
"J{ the case of the man be so with his 
wife, it is not good to marry" (Matt. 
19:10). Why this amazement? Divorce 
on the ground of infidelity was a view 
currently in vogue among even the 
Jews of the conservative scho2l of 
Sham:nai. If Jesus were merely sup- 
porting the conservative view, the 
disciples'amazement is hard tounder- 
stand. 


Another meaning of the word "forni- 
cation"’ seems to fit the context better. 
If we understand fornication as con- 
Sanguinegis marriage, marriage toa 
close blood relative, then the passage 
is more understandable. Such mar- 
riage was a special prohibition to the 
Jews (Leviticus 18), which would ex- 
plain why only Matthew included the 
exception clause. Also, by advancing 
this narrow exception and by not going 
along with Shammai, Jesus would 
indeed provoke the reaction he did in 
the disciples. 


This view has not gone unnoticed by 
expositors. For instance, Charles 
myrie makes a case for it in "You 
Mean the Bible Teaches That..... ° 
(Moody, pp 47-51). J. Dwight Pente- 
cost also supports this interpretation 
in his "Exposition of Matthew" (unpub- 
lished class notes, Dallas Theological 
Seminary}. Although Roger Nicole 
takes the traditionalview, he mentions 
the idea of consanguinity in his article 
"Divorce"’ in Baker's Dictionary of 
Christian Ethics, edited by Carl F. H. 
Henry. 


Vhen Jesus says that the only grounds 
for divorce is fornication, ] think he 
means that those marrying within 
prohibited degrees can and should be 
divorced. He is not giving permission 


for divorce on the ground of marital 
infidelity. 

This raises a curious problem, one 
that is seldom mentioned. If we say 
that divorce under any condition other 
than the one Jesus mentioned is wrong, 
then it appears that the Mosaic Law is 
immoral, because the Law was quite 
liberal on this question. Some try to 
get around the problem by saying that 
the Mosaic Law and Jesus taught the 
same thing: divorce on the ground of 
marital infidelity. This, they say, 
takes care of the problem of remar- 
riage, because the adulterer was 
stoned to death. This was not thecase. 
Deuteronomy 24:1-4 gives three rules 
that cover divorce: 

1. Divorce was permitted on the 
ground of “uncieanness."’ Some have 
taught that "uncleanness"” is marital 
infidelity and that Jesus and the Law 
agreedonthe same ground for divorce. 
But the passage does not bear out this 
thesis. The Law provided that the 
adulterer be stoned (Deut. 22:22), but 
the woman in Deuteronomy 24 who is 
guilty of uncleanness is not stoned but 
is free to go her way and remarry. 
The Hebrew expression “uncleanness" 
means “improper behavior.'’ The He- 
brew husband could accuse his wife of 
improper behavior for the slightest 
displeasure, and could divorce her for 
something as simple as burning the 
toast. 


2. The woman who was divorced 
could remarry. This, incidentally, 
proves that divorce dissolves a mar- 
riage and that itis not merely separa- 
tion. 


3. The only remarriage banned was 
remarriage to a former husband, if 


_ the womanhad remarriedand divorced. 
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The example given is the case where 
the woman divorces, remarries, and 
divorces again. When she is divorced 
by her second husband, she cannot go 
back to the first one, though the law 
allowed her to take a third husband. 


We cannot say, then, that divorce in 


itself is immoral. The Law, which 
was holy, just, and good, allowed di- 
vorce and remarriage, and on the 
flimsiest grounds. 


Then how do we reconcile these two 
teachings on divorce, both of which 
are morally acceptable to God? The 
answer seems to be that there are 
really two divorce laws in the Bible: 
one for Christians, who are abte to 
conform to the original pattern of 
marriage, and one for unbelievers— 
those with hardened hearts who are 
not able to d2 so.In Matthew 19 Christ 
was not advancing a new law for un- 
regenerate people ora law more moral 
than the law oi Moses; God's moral 
law is unchangeable, whether given by 
Moses or Christ. He was laying down 
a standard o conduct for Christians. 
Although the Mosaic Law had been 
done away with, the principle of di- 
vorce for the hardness of the heart 
remained. We cannot say that divorce 
for the hardness of the heart, which 
was once considered moral, is now 
immoral. 


That this teaching of Christ was bind- 
ing only on believers is supported by 
Paul, the interpreter of Christ. In 
his First Epistle to the Corinthians he 
wrote to achurch that needed instruc - 
tions in the problem of marriage and 
divorce, especially where a Christian 
was married to an unbeliever. He 
taught that if the unbeliever divorces 
the believer, the believer is free of 
that union. If Paul had understood 
Christ's rule of no divorce to apply to 
unbelievers, he would not have allow- 
ed divorce under any circumstances. 
But Paul says, "If the unbelieving de- 
part, let him depart. A brother or a 
sister is not under bondage in such 
cases: but God hath calledus to peace" 
(I Cor. 7:15). The word ''depart" is 
the Greek word "koridzo''. The same 
word is used in First Corinthians 7:11 
where Paul says, "Ifthe wife depart, 
let her remain unmarried." If depart 
did not mean divorce, then he would 
not have instructed her to remain un= 
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married. Paul says that if the un- 
believer divorces, let him divorce. 


The believer is no longer bound by 
that marriage. Since Deuteronomy 24 
teaches that divorce dissolves the 
marriage bond, permission to remarry 
is implicit in First Corinthians 7:15. 


Someone will say that this makes Jesus 
and Paul contradictory. No it doesn’t. 
The divorce rule of Jesus applies to 
believers only. Paul is speaking of 
the unionof a believer and an unbeliev- 
er, and in such a case only the un- 
believer can initiate the divorce. There 
is no contradiction between the Law of 
Moses and the commandment of Christ 
if the following rules of divorce are 
observed; 


]. A Christian husband and wife are 
not permitted divorce and remarriage 
because they have inChrist the means 
of fulfilling the ideal of marriage. 
Divorce without remarriage is per- 
mitted in First Corinthians 7:10, 11. 


2. A Christian and an unbeliever 
may divorce if the unbeliever initiates 
the divorce. Divorce being a real 
dissolution of the marriage, the be- 
liever is free to remarry. 


3. Two unbelievers are permitted 
to divorce for any cause, and divorce 
being a reai dissolution of the marriage 
they are permitted to remarry. 


such a permissive attitude toward 
divorce will shock many Christians. 
They will feel that divorce is rampant 
enough without Christians’ approving 
it under any circumstances. But this 
attitude overlooks an important feature 
of divorce for the hardness of the 
heart. Every time a marriage breaks 
up, the basic sinfutness of the husband 
and wife is revealed. Sit in a divorce 
court sometimes and listen to the dirt 
dredged up by husbands and wives. 
Many divorced persons try to makea 
go at a second marriage, and many of 
these will end in divorce again. Y/hy ? 
The reason usually is that the same 
sinful drives that broke up the first 


marriage are carried over into the 
second. The Mosaic Law may approve 
unlimited divorces and remarriage, 
but the more a person divorces and 
remarries, the more he demonstrates 
his inability to make marriage work 
as God intended. 


The answer to the divorce question is 
not to condemn what was and is per- 
mitted by God. It is to do something 
about the hardness of the heart. It is 
to point sinful husbands and wives to 
the Saviour, Jesus Christ, who is able 
to make them new creatures—people 
who can live together in harmony as 
God intended, and as Christ taught. 


What is a pastor to do when a new 
Christian couple comes into hischurch 
and he discovers that they both divorc- 
ed Christian spmises to marry each 
other? The divorce and remarriage 
contrary to Scripture are a ‘fait ac- 
compli’. Does he discriminate against 
them? Does he tell them to divorce 
each other and goback to their original 
spouses? That may well be impossible 
to do because the original spouses 
have remarried also. And divorcing 
the current spouse also raises the 
problem of sinning again by divorcing 
again. (Some might reply to this that 
the act of divorceisa single sin where- 
as living in an adulterous relationship 
involves repeated adulteries. Such 
logic would be saying that they should 
commit one sin to avoid committing 
many sins—a logic that does not befit 
Christian theology.) 


A Christian pastor has a responsibility 
not toencourage the remarriage of a 


Christian divorced from a Christian, 
but discrimination against a Christian 
caiple already divorcedfrom Christian 
spmises seems to place them in the 
position of having committed an un- 
forgivable sin. The biblical teachings 
on divorce and remarriage are design- 
ed to bring pressure tobear on caiples 
to make their marriage work. It is 
hoped, however, that the Christian 
couple guilty of sinning against these 
teachings might be granted the same 
compassion Jesus showed tothewoman 
caught in adultery: ''Go and sin no 
more," 


It is extremely important that Christ- 
ian leaders understand the spirit of 
biblical teaching on divorce and re- 
marriage. The «omplexities and lack 
of uniformity of divorce laws among 
the states make itvirtually impossible 
to come up with neat theological 
answers every time. For example, a 
couple living in the Districtof Colum- 
bia can have their marriage annulled 
on the ground on impotence, but in 
Maryland this is ground only for di- 
vorce, not for annulment. Shall a 
Christian couple forever bear the 
stigma of divorce simply because they 
live in the wrong state? 


The church is in danger of slipping 
into the errors of the Scribes and 
Pharisees of Jesus‘ day on this ques- 
tion. Certainly it was this that Jesus 
had in mind whenhe told the Pharisees 
that they laid burdens on the people 
they themselves could not bear. Jesus' 
y Oke still is easy and his burden light. 


(Continued in next issue. } 
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Hotter... Paiuersion? 
Bro. Kilpatrick: 


I received your paper today. I noticed in your editorial you were speaking 
on the subject of the Restoration Movement. Every Christian should give the 
glory to God for such men that stood against error and denominationalism. 
We are enjoying the fruits of their labor because they did contend for the faith. 


I do not Know you personally but the section in your paper on the versions, 
especially the part on the Revised Standard Version, even though you did 
mention Isaiah 7:14 as a bad rendering, you said, ''Still, in spite of its draw- 
backs, the RSV is even now one of the most reliable translations ever made. "' 


I want you to explain to me how the RSV can be reliable and take away the 
diety o: Christ. This version takes away one of the most significant facts 
about my Lord and how can one contend for the faith if he doesn't believe that 
Jesus Christ was born of a virgin birth. Also you said 'We should be thankful 
that these great truths have been made more clear by our modern Bible trans- 
lations’. I deplore this statement. I study from the Authorized King James 
Version and the American Standard Version and believe that the RSV is not 
God's word but a perversion, and lt hope you do turn back to the Word of God. 


—Name withheld by editor's discretion 





Brother forgot to explain just how 
the rendering of 'almah’ as ‘young 
woman’ in Isaiah 7:14 nullifies the 
"virgin birth' of Christ and how it 
takes away his 'diety.' The truthis 
that it does neither. Even though I 
think the translators used bad judg- 
ment in so rendering this particular 
word, I cannot say that it is mistrans- 
lated. Either way, it has no bearing 
whatever on the matter. A ‘young 
woman’ can still be ‘virgin’ and it is 
the way that Matthew understood it in 
1:23. In either case, what has this to 
do withJesus asbeingGod ? Absolutely 
nothing! SoI see no reason whatever 
for changing my statement that "'the 
RSV is one of the most reliable trans- 
lations ever made." 


In a letter toa similar critic (in ref. 
the TEV), bro. R. D. Ice, of New 
Kensington, Pa., writes: 


In Isaiah 7:14, the TEV has: "a 
young woman who is pregnant will 
have a son and will name him 'Im- 
manuel."'’ Here the sacred writer 
used the word 'almah,' rather than 
the word ‘bethulah', which is the 
usual O.T. word translated 'virgin'. 
Thayer, in his Greek Lexicon, in 
studying the word 'parthenos'’, tells 
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us that almah means: "either a 
marriageable maiden, or a young 
(married) woman."' But almah is a 
broad enough word to also include 
the meaning of ‘virgin.’ The TEV 
says in a footnote: 





The Hebrew word here translat- 
ed ‘young woman’ is not the 
particular term for 'virgin', but 
refers to any young woman of 
marriageable age. The use of 
"virgin' in Matt. 1:23 reflectsa 
Greek translation of the Old 
Testament made some 500years 
after Isaiah. 
Even if Isaiah 7:14 is rendered totally 
incorrect, this still does not qualify 
the RSV as a "perversion", as charged 
by bro. If so, then we have 
nothing but perversions in circulation, 
for there are no perfect translations 
that we know of. By his own standard, 
bro. __will have to declare the King 
James Version a "perversion", as the 
translating errors of this particular 
version are weil known—likewise the 
same for the ASV and all others. 


Bro. made mention of the Restora- 
tion Movement and that we should be 
grateful for the men who kept us from 
error and denominationalism. I won- 








der if he is aware of what Campbell 
thought of the KJV. The following is 


fromR.D. Ice’s letter mentioned above. 


Some 150 years ago, he saw that 
the work of restoration demanded 
a new version of the Scriptures. 
In 1818 a New Testament had been 
published in London based on work 
by George Campbell, James Mac- 
Knight, and Philip Doddridge. In 
1826, Campbell began printing 
this new version which sparked 
the amazing growth before the 
Civil War. By the time that war 
ended, the churches of Christ had 
grown to the 4th largest religious 
group in the country’ Remember 
this was 150 years ago when 
Campbell wrote in the Preface to 
the Living Oracles: 


For if the King's translators 
had given a translation every 
way faithful and correct, in 
the language then spoken in 
Britain, the changes in the 
English language which have 
since been introduced, would 
render that translation in many 
instances incorrect. 


And this is the Book from which our 
brother prefers to "’study.'' 

In a recent Firm Foundatéon article, 
Jack P. Lewis (Harding Graduate 
School of Religion, Memphis) said, 
'"’The man who asserts that there are 
no doctrinal problems in the use of 
the King James Version is asserting 
a falsehood. It is this simple fact which 
exposes the fallacy of those brethren 
who are threatening division of the 
church if all do not conform to their 
preference in Bible versions."' Breth- 
ren who make unjustified attacks upon 
Bible translations that don't suit their 
peculiar fancy without substantial 
grounds for so doing, are barging in 
where angels fear to tread. If they 
whose habit it is to classify all new 
translations as perversions knowwhat 
they are doing, then God bless them. 
But if they don't, then may God have 
mercy on them! 
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RACISM (from page 6) 


originate from among the membership 
but from the elders! Also in fairness 
to the elders, it should be mentioned 
that (according to the Huntsville Times 
report) only one elder among them 
raised all the ruckus, and generally 
that's all it takes to elicit a following. 
This elder said that the KKK didn't 
bother him because ''they knew which 
side he was on'’—and to this we might 
add, ''AND SO DOES THE LORD!" 


In addition to all the good that "bus 
evangelism" has done, there has been 
(in my opinion) another good effect. 
That is, many of our good "white'' 
Christians, who thought they were 
free of racial prejudice, found them- 
selves facing some disturbing revela- 
tions about themselves when blacks 
began pouring into the previously all- 
white churches. They discovered that 
they were not nearly so free of racial 
bias as they had honestly thought. The 
'sood'' of the effect is that they have 
had to re-evaluate their feelings and 
thinking in light of Christian teachings 
and for the most part there has been 
a great change in those who take 
their religion seriously; unfortunately, 
for others the change has been much 
slower in coming about. Pray for 
their conversion, for it is they who 
are in Slav‘ry. 


Racism is sin, wnether it b °¢ re- 
specting color or nationality. xwisa 
sinful disposition of the mind, and 
there is ample Scripture that we could 
call forth to prove it. The apostle 
Peter demonstrated just how easy it 
is to fall into this error, by withdraw- 
ing himself from the company of Gen- 
tiles at the approach of his Jewish 
brethren (Galatians 2:11-14). 

it is not enough just to have a proper 
concept of truth, but that truth must 
be allowed to govern our lives, being 
carried forth into action. Peter knew 
the truth about racism but he failed to 
translate it into action in an embar- 
rassing moment. Could we be guilty ? 


PROBLEMS 
WITH 


R. L. Kilpatrick 






A 


STUDY 
OF GOD’S 

DIVINE 
NATURE 





The creation of man for a predeter- 
mined purposewould naturally require 
that God reveal himself to mankind so 
as to make known his purpose. But 
how is it possible for an infinite God 
to reveal himself to the finite mind of 
man? God said through Isaiah, 


For my thoughts are not your 
thoughts, neither are your ways 
my ways, says the Lord. For as 
the heavens are higher than the 
earth, so are my ways higher than 
your ways, and my thoughts than 
your thoughts (Isaiah 55:8, 9). 


God is simply saying, "I am infinite 
(without limits) and you are finite 
(having limitations) in your understand- 
ing.’ To us, the problem of how to 
Span the great gulf between ourselves 
and God so that we may know him, 
seems unsurmountable; but God is 
“without limits" and for him ''nothing 
is impossible." 


The process of learning anything 'un- 
known" involves the principle of com- 
parison. i.e., placing the "known" along 
Side the "unknown", or vice-versa. 
Jesus used simple and familiar para- 
bles (parallels) to teach his disciples 
the unknown. 


But how does one describe the likeness 
of something or someone for wnich 
there is no comparison? or, as Isaiah 
recorded it, 


To wnom then will ye liken God? 
or what likeness will ye compare 


sian 5 
unto him : (and again) 


To wriom then will ye liken me, or 
shall I be equal? saith the Holy 
One (Isaiah 40:18, 25). 
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To answer these questions we would 
have to say, ‘Lord, there is nothing 
within our range of understanding that 
might give us aconceptof your infinite 
nature. Therefore, condescend to 
become “equal'' with us, if only for 
the sake of comparison, so that we 
might understand." 


This difficulty confronted Moses in 
Midian when he received his commis-~ 
sion to deliver Israel from bondage. 
To God, Moses said, 


If I come to the people of [Israel 
and say to them, '’The God of your 
fathers has sent me to you”, and 
they ask me, ''What ishis name?" 
What shall I say to them? (Exodus 
8:13), 


In other words, what can I say that 
will identify you to them? God said, 


I AM what I AM. 

(and again) 

Say to the people of Israel IAM 
has sent me to you” (Ex. 3:14). 


So, to the question, ''Who are you?" 
the answer is, 'I AM." But we gather 
from the record that Moses was not 
entirely satisfied with God's answer; 
because, forty years later on Mount 
Sinaiwe find this conversation between 
God and Moses: 


Ex, 33:13: "Now therefore, I pray thee, 
if I have found favor in thy sight, show 


me_now thy ways, that I may_know 


thee and find favor in thy sight..." 


Vs. 17: (God); "This very thing you 
have spoken I will do. . 


Vs. 18: (Moses): 
me thy glory." 


"IT pray thee, _show 


Vs. 19: (God): 'I will make all my 
goodness pass before you, and wil! 
prociaim before you my name...” 


Vs. 22: (God); "And while my glory 
passes by I will put you in a cleft of 
the rock..." 


Ex. 34:5: "And the Lord descended in 
the cloud and stood with him there, 
and proclaimed the name of the Lord". 


Vs. 6: The Lord passed before him, 
and proclaimed..." (11 attributes). 


Vs. 8: "And Moses made haste to bow 
his head toward the earth, and wor- 
shiped."’ 


We list these verses in this manner to 
show the relationship between God's 
"slory'', God's "goodness", and the 
“proclaiming of his name, Jehovah, "' 
God's GLORY is God's GOODNESS, 
and God's goodness is constituted of 
those things which passed _ before 
Moses, his attributes. God's attri- 
butes. are those things which "speak 
well" of him. 


The "glory”™ of anything or anyone are 
those things which compliment that 
person or thing; i.e., a woman's hair 
is her "glory" (1 Cor. 11:15). 


Here on Mount Sinai God is proclaimed 
the "YHWH EL" (Jehovah God), the 
Strong and Mighty Go3, the Merciful 
Being, the Gracious One, the Long 
Suffering, the Great or Mighty One, 
the Bountiful Being. He is the Truth 
or the True One, the Preserver of 
Bountifulness, and the One Who Bears 
Away Sins. He is the Rightequis Judge, 
and the One Who Visits Iniquity. 


These are the Old Testament descrip- 
tions of YHWH EL, the God of Israel, 
and when thename JEHOVAH is spoken 
it is the embodiment of allof his divine 
attributes. 


God created man for "his own glory" 
(Eph. 1) and intended that man "bear" 
the divine attributes in his person and 
in this manner, man is created "in the 
image of God." 
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Just how God accomplished this task 
of impressing these great attributes 
on the mind of Moses is a mystery, 
since "spirit" is invisible (John 1:18); 
nevertheless, Moses' question, 'Who 
are you?"' was answered, and he now 
understood "God's Way." 


Here was a side af God's nature that 
Moses had not seen prior to Mount 
Sinai. From the burning bush onward 
Moses had on many occasions seen 
the "power" and "vengence" of God in 
action, but that side of "goodness" he 
had not seen before God showed him. 


The effect of it upon Moses was such 
that he "made haste and bowed his 
head toward the earth, and worshipea". 
He was awe-struck and overwhelmed 
by such unspeakable glory, and the 
occasion probably affords us the best 
description of "worship" in all the 
Bible. 


Note that Moses did not worship by 
performing ‘‘acts" or ritual, nor the 
offering of sacrifice, nor did he bow 
before some visible image. In aston- 
ishment Moses hastily bowed his head 
and admired the greatness and goodness 
of Jehovah. This is worship. Itis the 
kind spoken of by Jesus in John 4:24, 
'...and they that worship him must 
worship him in spirit and in truth." 
When Moses learned the "glory" of 
God, he learned "truth", and when he 
bowed his head and admired the good- 
ness of God, his worship was spiritual. 
Moses worshiped God in SPIRIT and 
in TRUTH. 


This should tell us something about 
the value of studying and learning the 
nature of God, for how can mankind 
acceptably worship God (which is to 
admire him) unless man knows who it 
is that he worships? Without such 
knowledge there is nothing to evoke 
this reverential awe and admiration. 


The event on Mount Sinai also explains 
how and why worship must be constant. 
"Worship"'is that which resides inand 
eminates from the spiritual constitu- 


tion of man, a state of mind—an atti- 
tude. It is not something that is turned 
off and turned on. We should never 
"GO" to worship for we are a" living 
sacrifice... which is your spiritual 
worship" (Romans 12:1). Therefore, 
worship is perpetual. Jesus said to 
the woman at the well, "...the hour 
is coming when neither on this mount- 
ain nor in Jerusalem will you worship 
the Father. . ."’ (John 4:21), This means 
that worship is no longer dependent 
upon a “holy mountain" (place), nora 
sacfificial altar, nor a specific time. 
Worship is anytime, anywhere and 
any place. 


Thus is the Divine Nature of God re- 
vealed in Scripture, and infinity meets 
the finite in understanding. 


Did God become "edual'’ with man as 
he suggested? We have already con- 
cluded that there is no likeness of God 
in existence upon the earth by which 
he may be compared. Yet, the mean- 
ing of those divine qualities which 
passed before Moses are qualities that 
the finite mind can understand, for we 
are somewhat acquainted with the 
quality of love, kindness, patience, 
and such like. So this leads to the 
question, Is this God's true likeness 
or is it the condescended, comparative 
form of his Nature? I suspect the 
latter is true, unless the distance 
‘between heaven and earth” has been 
shortened considerably. Since it is 
impossible for the finite mind to grasp 
the meaning of something totally un- 
known, and since God's attributes are 
finitely understood, this might sug- 
gest that what we understand about God 
is in reality what we understand about 
ourselves; and the degree that we 
understand ourselves is the same de- 
gree that we understand God. Then 
our farthest reach toward infinity is 
the degree to which we can imagine 
the perfect, the "ideal". In other 
words, God is the epitomy of all that 
our imagination can conjure as the 
perfect. This suggests too that the 
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degree to which God is exalted in the 
mind of each individual differs accord- 
ing to each individual's concept of 
perfectien. This is as far as the 
finite mind can reach towardan under- 
standing of Infinite Nature, and it is 
all that God intended. 


Letter..... 


The following letter is in reference 
to the report on the Grassy Church o: 
Christ in our June issue of the E. F, 
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Arab, Alabama 


My Dear Brother: 

Thank you so much for your kind 
words in the latest EF about our small 
congregation As you already know, 
it is rare indeed to have such a com- 
mendation regarding our attempt to 
serve our T.ord acceptably. May God 
bless your every attempt to open the 
eyes of all who would blindly follow 
"family traditions” without a thorough 
search of His will as revealed to us 
by the Holy Spirit. 


It was a treat for all of us when you 
and Sis. Kilpatrick visited us recently. 
We are looking forward to the time 
when your schedule will allow you to 
meet with the congregation and teach 


CAHABA VALLEY 
CHURCH OF CHRIST 


During May it was our privilege and 
pleasure to hear Leroy Garrett in a 
meeting at the Cahaba Valley Church 
of Christ in Birmingham and to meet 
the fine brethren of this congregation. 
They too have thrown off the shackles 
of sectarianism and man-made tradi- 
tions in order to serve the Lord ina 
spirit of freedom and love. “May their 
kind increase, and if I be any kind of 
judge of brotherhood trends, they will 
surely increase. 








-~Book Review- 
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THE ‘TWISTED SCRIPTURES, by W. 
Carl Ketcherside, 200 pages, paper, 
$3.25: 139 Signal Hill Dr., St. Louis, 
Missouri 63131. 


This is one of the most revealing books 
to come our way in a long time. In 
scholarly fashion bro. Ketcherside 
examines our “prooftext" scriptures 
and shows the extent to which they 
have been twisted and misapplied. It 
is without doubt that within the Church 
of Christ we have substituted Bible 
study and understanding for 'proof- 
texting’ as a means of maintaining our 
orthodoxy —which also establishes the 
basis for our "traditions.'' Bro. Ketch- 
erside places these "twisted'' scrip- 
tures back into first-century context 
and reveals the extent to which we 
have departed from their true meaning. 


We believe, with bro. Ketcherside, 
that such mishandling of scriptures 
hinders the progress of reformation. 


"It is for this reason that an ex- 

amination of the scriptures in 
objective fashion is long over- 
due" (page 62). 


The summary on the back cover of 
the book provides the best description 
that can be given: 


In the book you will be treated to 
a candid and careful examination 
of passages which have beenused 
to sanction, condone, or justify 
fragmentation of the Body of 
Christ by religious partisans. The 
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plea for unity to all believers in 
Christ upon the basis of trust in 
Him as the Son of God and the 
Lord of life runs like a thread 
throughout the volume. The ex= 
position of the sacred scriptures 
will appeal to you by its sincerity 
and simplicity, as well as by its 
lack of sectarian manipulation. 
Biblical truths will become evi- 
dent to your mind and God will be 
glorified in your heart. 


Bro. Ketcherside is a "coiner" of 
phrases, a master of metonomy, and 
this alone is enough to hold the atten- 
tion of the reader. Example, page 80: 


So it never surprises me when a 
preacher in my audience digs in 
his heels, wraps the factional 
rope around his hands and hangs 
on for dear life while it slowly 
slips from his clutch and he looks 
wildly around for reinforcements, 
hoping the calvary will come 
dashing down the slope at the last 
minute to save the party flag. 


Even though the following statement may 
be somewhat overworked, in this case 
it is. still appropriate to say that "here 
is a book that everyone should read. I 
highly recommend it. You may order 
it direct from the above address or look 
for it at your bookstore. E 


LAST RIGHTS 
A. famous bishop hospitalized with a 
serious illness surprised his doctors, 
by agreeing to see an anti-religionist 
with whom he had often fueded. 

"It was nice of you to let me pay my 
respects, "' said the ant - religionist, 
"especially since you've declined to 
see even your close friends."' 

"Oh, that's all right,'"’ the bishop 
Said with a weak smile. "I have no 
doubt I'll see my friends in heaven, 
but this may be my last chance of see- 
ing you.'' —John O. Dunston 


EDITORIAL (from page 2) 


Pervie seems to be somewhat confused 
about what ismeant by ‘opposite side" 
of doctrinal issues. He thinks HIS is 
the opposite side. First of all, the 
Opposite side doesn't have to be an 
"opposing" side, as he uses the term. 


The other side of doctrinal issues is 
the side that receives little or no at- 
tention by preachers who prefer to 
play down anything that might oppose 
his peculiar concepts of doctrine, those 
who prefer to do the congregation's 
thinking. “Your side'’, bro. Nichols, 
is theold legalistic tirade that we have 
been exposed to for a long time, which 
even many of us taught before we 
learned better. And Since it is so 
well known, it doesn't qualify as the 
"other side’. It is Pervie himself who 
is the opposing side, and not what he 
expounds. 





Another point that seems to confuse 
bro. Nichols is that he naturally as- 
sumes that since we choose to print 
other views it follows that we agree 
with those views; and I suppose that's 
a natural assumption for one possess-~ 
ed with the party spirit. But printing 
the views of other people doesn't 
mean that we must always agree or 
disagree. Itsimply means that we 
believe in the freedom of expression 
and that brethren have the right to 
hear it expressed. We recognize no 
preacher's exclusive right tothe minds 
of “his'’ congregation; yet I know of 
such preachers who think they have 
such right and who go to great lengths 
to protect it. In some cases I feel 
sure it is due to fear of exposure of 
himself and his teachings. One of our 
local preachers and "his eldership" 
have such a peculiar teaching on the 
subject of the Holy Spirit that they 
have been known to question a potential 
convert's ‘standing'’ on the subject 
before they waild consent to baptize 
him. I personally know one man who 
was refused baptism because his an- 
swers didn't please the preacher! 
(This man and his family are now 
members of adenominational church.) 
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Pervie, too, seems to have difficulty 
understanding what “false teaching" 
is. To him, anyone who teaches a 
doctrine that he considers to be in- 
correct is a false teacher. This says, 
first of all, that Pervie KNOWS what 
correct doctrine is, because, you see, 
he teaches the Bible, and for anyone 
to disagree with him is to disagree 
with the Bible and is therefore a false 
teacher. Since he and I don't see eye 
to eye on some doctrinal matters, in 
Pervie's mind I am the false teacher. 
I know he thinks so because he said 
so SEVEN TIMES on one page of his 
April editorial in the Bible Way. 


In the biblical sense, no one who 
teaches a doctrine incorrectly is a 
false teacher, unless he HIMSELF is 
false! ‘'False teacher" has reference 
to the TEACHER and not to what he 
teaches! A teacher who is honest and 
sincere, as was Apollos in Acts 18:24- 
28, who teaches adoctrine incorrectly, 
as did Apollos on the subject of baptism, 
is NOT a false teachex! (Suppose 
Apollos came to town today teaching 
the ''Baptism of John", what would our 
brethren do? Why, call in Ira Rice, 
Jr. and have him “written up", what 
else?!) 


Consider this: A teacher may be in- 
correct on every doctrine taught in 
the Bible and still not bea false teach- 
er. On the other hand, one may teach 
every doctrine 100% perfect and still 
be a false teacher! It all depends on 
motives and objectives. If he is in- 
wardly a cad and a bounder, he is a 
false teacher regardless of how perfect 
his teaching may be. Note the charact- 
er of the false teacher in 2 Pet. 2:1-3. 


So, by this criteria we may have many 
more false teachers among us than 
any of us suspect. Brethren who know 
not the heart of other brethren are 
playing a mighty dangerous game when 
they accuse them of being false 
teachers. In Old Testament times 
false accusations was a Capital of- 
fense. Even though we are not under 
such law, it nevertheless shows the 
mind of God on the subject. 
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Editorial Roundup 


CG RANA 1G? 

Everyone needs an ihe a fos his or her 
frustrations. ‘Letting off steam" is a medi- 
cally recommended procedure for heading off 
certain mental ailments and other disorders. 
Children do it by pitching tantrums; preachers 
take it out on the members; and editors write 
somebody "up". 


The elders in one of our local churches have 
hit upon an ideal solution to ''preacher frus- 
tration’. Once each year they allow their 
preacher to gather up all those sources of 
Nagging irritations and in one sermon "'let it 
all hang out’’—babies crying, chatter in the 
nursery, flowers ill-arranged, the ingrate 
who swipes his parking space, and a whole 
passel of other things that rub him the wrong 
way. He is even allowed to criticize the 
elders, were he foolish enough to do so. After 
this, their preacher is ready for "business 
as usual" for the remainder of the year. Now, 
if they could just find a way for lay members 
to vent their spleems in some spiritually 
legitimate form (they do, but in ways not 
recommended) then they would really have 
something! 


Magazine editors may have the advantage over 
preachers in this respect (except for those 
preachers who are perpetually frustrated), 
for he can blast off at least once each month 
in editorials. Don't begrudge the editor this 
privilege, for he too is quite often beset by 
frustrations, and he too needs an outlet to 
dissipate his swollen neck veins. 


Many of those problems which add misery to 
the editor's life are too small to warrant a 
full-blown editorial; so why not let him gather 
them all up in one editorial barrage and then 
get down to business for the rest of the year, 
or until those tell-tale symptoms—glowing 
countenance and buldging veins — begin to 
reappear. 


This editorial may be considered one of those, 
even though we will not tax the reader's pa- 
fience with our "much speaking” on minor 
irritables; such as nasty letters unsigned; the 
preacher who requests to be placed on the 
mailing list and then relocates without notify - 
ing us; the subscriber who "'chewed us aut" 
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for not receiving his copies...tolearu 
that he had moved TWICE without 
sending achange of address; "bugging" 
subscribers to renew, and a whole 
bushel of other things which, I suppose, 
can be considered the hazards of the 
profession. There are other things 
which cause us more concern. 


It was Theodore Roosevelt who said, 
"What this country needs more than 
anything else is fewer people telling 
the country what it needs more than 
anything else.’ Some of our brethren 
probably think that what the church 
needs is fewer editors telling the 
church what it needs more than any- 
thing else. Whether needed or not, 
our editors are going to keep right on 
telling the church what it needs, and 
I'm no exception. 


Since I have been on the exchange list 
with other brotherhood publications, I 
have learned things about our Church 
of Christ "machinery" that couldn't 
have been learned in any other way. 
For now I'm concerned with only one 
of those things. 


Fundamentals 


One of the most amazing things I have 
observed is the manner in which we 
persist in teaching one another the 
fundamentals of the gospel! In issue 
after issue, year after year, air read- 
ers who have been baptized for forty 
years ormorecontinueto be bombard- 
ed with faith, repentence, and baptism; 
and some of them probably wonder if 
the Bible teaches anything else! 


In sermons, in classrooms, and in 
written articles, brethren have pound- 
ed and expounded the subject of bap- 
tism from every possible angle; turned 
it upside down, wrong side out, found 
it where it wasn't, and squeezed every 
passage looking for water until they 
have removed it from all biblical per- 
spective. They have made baptism 
the equivalent of God's scheme of 
redemption. You could say that we 


have traveled so far into the spiritual 
woods we can't see the forest of re- 
demption for the trees of baptism. 
Ask the average church member what 
is God's" plan of salvation" and he will 
tell you "faith, repentence, and bap- 
tism."’ It will not occur to him that 
he should have said that God's scheme 
for removing man from his sinful 
condition is through the death, burial, 
and resurrectionof Jesus Christ! —the 
gospel (I Cor. 15:1-4; Rom. 1:16}. 


The GOSPEL is God's planof salvation 
which involves the MAN, and in reality 
there is nodifference between the man 
and the plan. THE MAN IS THE PLANT! 
Faith, repentence, and baptism~which 
is sometimes erroneously referred to 
as "the plan", is that which tells us 
how to take advantage of the plan. 


These are simple basic truths which 
we of the Restoration heritage once 
understood; but we have lost sight of 
them due to over-emphasis. 


This principle is taught in Heb. 6:1-3, 
and because we have failed to heed 
the apostle’'s admonition, we find it 
necessary to "lay again the foundation 
of repentence from dead works, and 
of faith toward God". The fact that 
we have failed to leave the fundamen- 
tals is evidenced by our class litera- 
ture which never seems torise too far 
above the "primer" level. We are 
actually, literally obsessed with the 
fundamentals, and especially baptism. 


No, we are not de-emphasizing the 
importance of gospel fundamentals. 
Fundamentals are essential for the 
lost, if only we could devise some way 
of getting the message to them. 


In our publications, the message—for 
the most part—is directed toward the 
‘alien sinner" but it is mailed to the 
SAVED! 


OQvr philosophy may have been stated 
by the late Marshal Keeble when some- 


one asked him how he was able to 
preach so hard on sin to mixed audien- 
cies without offending his southern 
“white brethren". His reply. is stilla 
Classic: "I jus’ po’s it on the blacks 
till it runs off on the whites." 


Likewise, our thiniging seems to be 
that if we flood the brotherhood with 
enough fundamental publications, some 
of them might spill over onto sinners, 
which is "accidental" (or left-handed) 
evangelism. Why not send them di- 
rectly to sinners? "But they won't 
subscribe to it'' you say? Neither do 
sinners in foreign countries subscribe 
for our missionaries but we send them 
anyway! Why do churches spend many 
thousands of dollars sending preachers 
to foreign lands to preach the gospel 
FREE, but at home when we put the 
Same message on paper we charge for 
it? 


What hind of publicationwould we have 
to produce that would be suitable to 
send into the homes of non-members 
of the Church of Christ, with some 
degree of assurance that someof them 
would read it without becoming upset? 
What direction, what line or editorial 
policy would such a magazine have to 
take to be received favorably by the 
general public, say on the order of 
Christianity Today ? 


Why is it that Christianity Today is 
subscribed to by people of every im- 
aginable religigus persuasion, when 
WE can't get OUR OWN brethren to 
subscribe for OUR OWN publications? 
(I think we've already given part of the 
answer in reference to fundamentals.) 


How is it that they can print articles 
from writers of all major denomina- 
tions and still hold their readership 
year after year, even when the sub- 
scription price is $15.00 PER YEAR?! 


I don't ask these questions so as to 
launch into an answering essay. I 
don't have the answers. I would like 


for some of our readers to tell us why 
the Church of Christ cannot produce 
such a magazine as we have described. 
We need it! Think what a tool for 
evangelism it could be! 





Then there is the editor who said in 
his June editorial (whose pages are 
stiff with legalism), after explaining 
the ''differentness" between our own 
Church of Christ ("the Lord's church’) 


and those ''faulty, grotesque, and 
garish caricature” denominations: 


"It is imperativewe DEMAND THB 

DIFFERENTNESS BE PREACHED 
(emphasis his, rlk) 

in our pulpits, from our radio 
and TV speakers, in our written 
lessons and from our classrooms. 
Men who havenot the moral cour- 
age to say who they are and what 
they believe do not deserve our 
confidence." 


I didn't realize that our Church of 
Christ headquarters was located here 
until I read this editorial, nor that the 
editor had been appointed to such an 
exalted position in headquarters !—one 
from which he can DEMAND !! 


So if you preachers want to remain in 
OUR confidence, IT IS IMPERATIVE’ 
that you toe the party line and begin 
laying low those pesky denominations, 
WE DEMAND it—or you may have to 
answer to Bro. Establishment. 


Now, I've always known that magazine 
editors occupied a position of influence 
to some degree, either of good or bad, 
but I never knew that they were ina 
position to DEMAND!...maybe I've 
been missing out on something. 


(turn to page 18) 








The Changing Clergy 


W. CARL KETCHERSIDE 


139 Signal Hill Drive 
Saint Louis, Mo 63]2] 


The changing mind is a symbol of 
growth when it represents an honest 
struggle toward apprehension of great- 
er truth. One cannot scale a mountain 
height while remainingin base camp. 
The preacher who boasts that he has 
not changed in twenty years does not 
thereby proclaim his steadfastness of 
faith. He simply testifies that he is 
as ignorant today as he was two dec- 
ades ago. Too many of us think we 
are walking in the old paths when we 
are wallowing in the old ruts. 


All of us approve of change when it 
leads someone to accept our thinking. 
We are all thrilled that Thomas and 
Alexander Campbell were led out of 
the Presbyterian Church and driven 
out of the Baptist Church. We had 
better be for if they had not been "the 
restoration movement” might have left 
us “Christian Baptists” instead of the 
only Christians in this sad world. We 
deplore any change which leads men 
from us. No "honest'' man ever leaves 
one of our parties to affiliate with 
another. Those who do so are all 
wishy -washy, greedy for more money, 
seeking worldly honor, or muddled in 
their thinking. Only heretics and 
apostates go-over-the-hill from us! 


When a prominent figure leaves us it 
is God's way of purging the body, pro- 
tecting the truth and saving us from 
digression. It is "good riddance of 
bad rubbish, '' even though he may be 
godly, profound jn knowledge and con- 
secrated to the service of the Lord. 
We never accept or accumulate any 
rubbish" from others. If a man from 
another group who has been a misfit, 
and who has had trouble with his wife 
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as well as every congregation whose 
support he has accepted for years, 
suddenly decides to leave and become 
"one of us” he is immediately trans- 
lated into ''a successful and outstand- 
ing minister" whose integrity has 
forced him to examine and approve 
our plea. 


Someone who gets word of his un- 
happiness puts ina call to one of our 
secret agents who _ specializes in 
"trans - sectual" operations and he 
flies halfway across the country, con- 
vinces him that he is wrong about the 
use of instrumental music, and wel- 
comes into the fold of the faithful, 
while starting out to arrange for his 
financial support as assistant to the 
minister of one of our '‘loyalchurches”. 
I am guite convinced that a lot of 
sincere brethren join us because they 
can no longer remain where they are 
and be honest, and I am just as con- 
vinced a lot of them leave us for the 
same reason. The latter do it on their 
own as other groups are not sectarian 
enough to keep "watchdogs of heresy" 
to track down the disgruntied. 


It is a kind of left-handed testimony to 
our sectarian spirit that our journals 
publicize any clergyman who takes up 
with us after having received our 
purificationtreatment and Good House- 
keeping seal of approval. He gets his 
pictire jn the paper accompanied by 
an encomiu:n which probably makes 
those whom he left wonder if it is the 
Same man. Why not put in a picture 
of every person who leaves where he 
is and takes up withus? If God is no 
respecter of persons can we assume 
that the angels of heavenhave a bigger 


celebration when a preacher comes 
over with a promised job than when 
someone who operates a_ service- 
station in Georgia loses his job be- 
cause he switched to what a lot of 
people ingloriously refer to as ''the 
Campbellites’? Of course, the angels 
in heaven may not read our papers. 
If not, they will be like a lot of sub- 
scribers on earth who never read 
them either. 


To be fair, why not publish a list of 
those preachers among us who leave 
"the Lord's church" and head over to 
Christian Church and Disciples of 
Christ pastures? It might surprise 
you to learn that the list would probably 
be the larger of the two. I do not 
expect to see any photographs in ''The 
Old Reliable”’ under the caption "'Con- 
verted to Christan Church." I com- 
mend the editors of Christian Standard 
and The Disciple for making no sec~ 
tarian demonstration when someone 
crosses the line. 


It is time to quit waving scalps on our 
sectarian clothesline. Whenever a 
sincere child of God decides he can 
best serve unto the glory of the Father 
and the blessing of his fellowman he 
is my brother. I will differ with him 
on his opinions and interpretations 
like I do with those of the saints among 
whom I labor. But I will not "set at 
nought a brother" and I will continue 
to hope that God will receive us both 
when we arrive at the gates of glory! 
One is no more my brother after he 
changes his mind about the validity of 
instrumental music, the millennium, 
or the supportof Herald of Truth, than 
he was before, and if he never changes 
his mind he will still be my brother. 


We are not made children of God by 
bowing before a partisan totem-pole 
but by kneeling at the cross of Calvary 
in humble submission and obedience 
to the will of the Father. 
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ISSUES... 
and Rumors of Issues 


Chester Estes 
302 West Michigan Ave. 
Muscle Shoals, AL 35660 


How can we ever have party leaders 
and parties without issues? That's 
the first thing the politician looks for 
when he starts his campaign. We, as 
party leaders, just must have parties 
and such we cannot have unless we 
have issues. We must get us a hypo- 
critical microscope, if we do not have 
one, and see if we can discover some; 
if we cannot, let us manufacture some. 
If we did not have issues, the world 
would never know that we existed, but 
we want men to know about us. We are 


SO little that it takes issues for us to 
attach ourselves to as vehicles for us 
to ride (float) to the top. We take 
certain sides of an issue because, 
otherwise, people would think that the 
world did not know about us; then we 
will take another side because the first 
side failed to float us to the surface. 


Then, too, we preachers have decided 
on aparticular side of an issue because 
up to nownoone has noticed us. What's 
it worth to us to just be Christians? 
In so doing, we cannot "make our lights 
to shine'’. As Christians we only "let" 
our lights shine. If we just "let" our 
lights shine, we are afraid our lights 
will not be very bright—we want to be 
Shining lights. If we did not have 
these issues, stir the pot and Keep it 
boiling, we little fellows would never 
be seen, but as long as the pot boils 
we can be seen "floating to the top.” 





Give us issues, parties, sects (and 
sects within sects) that we may feast 
on them in order to "survive", for 
without themwewill "wilt onthe vine." 
We want issueswith whichto identify — 
it gives us more vim and vigor as we 
plead with the brethren on how we love 
them, and the people af the world how 
we hate to see them lost. We want an 
issue, even if it leaves the impres— 
Sion that we will go to heaven and 
enjoy certain degrees af eternal bliss 
according to the number of people we 
have consigned to hell. Brethren, we 
want issues, for the "’Lord's will must 
be done."’ We do really want to go to 
heaven, even if we have to go there on 
the demerits of someone else. We 
must rise to the top by standing on 
somebody. We are so small no one 
would ever see us if we did not talk 
about how bad someone else is. 


One afficer, when he investigated a 
break-in, said, ''Well, we have to have 
some crime or we would be out of a 
job.'' Now, just think of the preachers 
who would be out of a job today if it 
were not for the devil. Then look at 
the boost of the economy, all the money 
now being collected (church-big-busi- 
ness) to support all the preachers, all 
the issues, build fine churches (build- 
ings in which Jesus could not enter), 
yes, support preachers, preacher as- 
Sistants, secretaries, officers, coun- 
sellors, youth ministers, bus minis- 
ters, etc. (One preacher said that his 
edifice cost over a million dollars, 
and that it had three main offices. If 
Jesus should come by, which one would 
he enter?) One preacher, writing on 
the issues, told his "brother" (which 
he loved) that "liIS OF FICE" received 
his letter at a certain date. The letter 
was dictated to HIS secretary, and 
initiated by HIB secretary. You must 
know, the devil has so many new things 
now that it takes more to whip him 
now than in the days of yore ("resist 
the devil and he will flee"). When we 
did not have anything with which to 
combat the devil but the sword of the 
Spirit, when ''gospel preachers” 
preached the gospel we were rather 
successful. But it takes so many 
things ''now-a-days'’. Some seem to 





be thankful that we have the devil or 
they would be out of a job, and have to 
to out and earn their living, like other 
members, by the sweat of their face 
(or brow), who supports them. I some: 
times wonder if some af them do not 
thank the devil for daily bread (bank 
account, auto, boat, office, secretary, 
homes, etc.). 


Someone asked an "jnternationally 
known"' preacher what was wrong with 
the church. He replied, ''The preachers 
have torn the church to pieces. The 
church would be all right lf only left 
to the members, they want to be 
brethren."" We of course, with the 
issues we love, have" liberals", “ultra 
liberals", of every color and species, 
and "liberals" within the "liberals"; 
we also have the ''conservatives", 
"ultra-conservatives', and the "'con- 
servatives" within the ''conservatives"’. 
A visitor came into the building on 
Sunday morning and the brethren who 
"occupy the amen corner" (front seat) 
began to slide up and down the bench 
and say to each other, 'Reckon he is 
one of US?" 


What do you suppose the result would 
be if preachers would get jobs and 
work like other people to make a living, 
and preach the old-time gospel when 
they could, stop all this "power-play", 
and just let the church be the church, 
and Christians be Christians? ? 


Things use to be different. Preachers 
were not "professionals”. They were 
not even called "'the minister". To 
preach for money did not enter their 
minds — jn fact, there was not enough 
to ''fuss over’. But, you say, ''When 
you began preaching 53 years ago, the 
church was small. Look at it today, 
15 or 20 times bigger". Yes, but look 
how big the devil is now! Many more 
churches does not mean the devil has 
been diminished. Look how many 
more children he has today. You must 
know we have many more churches 
(with their issues) here in Northern 
Alabama, Middle Tennessee, and in 
Texas than anywhere jn all the world, 
BUT NOT LESS CRIME! 
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A Two-Part Study 


Imputation of Righteousness 


Arnoid Hardin 
2920 Prairie Creek Rd. 
Dallas, Texas 75227 
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It is the human tendency to forget the 
objective gospei and gravitate back to 
subjectivism. Does justification flow 
from subjective goodness within the 
sinner? Would we deny what Luther 
said in 1519?: 


Therefore a man can with confi- 
dence boast in Christ and say: 
‘Mine are Christ's living, doing 
and speaking. His suffering and 
dying; mine as much as if I had 
lived, done and spoken and suf- 
fered and died as he did’. 


The gospel is about Christ—his doing 
and dying. Is faith, by which sinners 
are counted righteous, subjective or 
objective? The gospel is objective 
and so must faith be. It glories alone 
in Christ's doing and dying. Then its 
reiationship to justification is easily 
ascertained. Justification with God 
implies that one has stood before the 
divine court and has been declared 
just or righteous. Justification is a 
legal term closely related to law. The 
verdict of law to sinful man is: ‘Not 
good enough!"' (Rom. 3:20). We con— 
tinue to come up short (Rom. 3:23). 
Therefore, man must look outside 
himself for justification. This is ''faith 
reckoned for righteousness."" Grace 
means to be acceptable in spite of 
being unacceptable. 


If we can determine Paul's use of 
“faith” in this context we can know 
what is put to our account for right- 
eousness. Exactly so! Paul used 
Abraham's faith at one point in his 
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PART TWO 
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life. Faith is usually defined in too 
limited a sense as a rule of action 
that leads sinners to obey God. Itis 
that but much more. The fundamental 
definition and use of faith is set forth 
in Romans four with emphasis on ver- 
ses 17-25. Abraham believed on Him 
“who giveth life to the dead''. He 
trusted in the promise of a seed and 
trusting in God for its fulfillment that 
faith "was reckoned unto him for 
righteousness". And so it is with ours 
that "believe onHim that raised Jesus 
our Lord from the dead" (Rom. 4:24). 


It is very common to understand 
faith here to include its object, 
that is, the righteousness af 
Christ; so that it is not faith con- 
sidered as an act, which is im- 
puted, but faith considered as 
including the merit which it ap- 
prehends and appropriates. 
(Romans - Hodge) 


Too many seem to view faith as the 
grounds of justification. Therefore, 
it is felt that one cannot understand 
Romans ‘without the book of James to 
explain it. 


The ‘just requirements’ of the 
law (Rom. 8:4) must be fulfilled 
in every person, but this is only 
possible by assuming the cloak of 
righteousness in Jesus. HE IS 
OUR REQUIREMENT OF THE 
LAW! He is our righteousness. 


In no other way can man be saved 
other than to be removed from 
the legalism of law, yet, our 





brethren still lust after such a 
system" (R. L. Kilpatrick). 


Faith in the atonement is not seen as 
a means of setting aside the demands 
of law but as a method of meeting 
them. Were not the sins of the world 
imputed toChrist? Legally he took our 
sins and bore them onthe tree. The 
consequences of our sins werecredited 
to him. How foolish it is then for us 
to deny the imputation of righteousness. 
When in complete trusta sinner stands 
before God, he is not dealt with on the 
basis of his state, but on the basis of 
his standing. Justify means to declare 
righteous and not to make righteous. 
Sinners are credited with the right- 
eousness of Christ—not applauded for 
their own righteousness in the impos- 
sible task of keeping a law system 
perfectly. Legatism is damnable not 
because it honors the law, but because 
it dishonors it. Our efforts at keeping 
law will never satisfy the holy demand 
of righteousness. "The perfect Legal- 
ist'' took our place that we can take 
his. "The sinner", says Hodge, "hon- 
ors God in trusting his grace as much 
as Abraham did in trusting his Power” 
(McGarvey, Romans, p. 339). 


"Only those are justified who bring to 
God a life of perfect obedience to the 
law of God.'' Antinomianism (against 
law) undermines God's law. How do 
sinners honor God's law? It is pos- 
sible only on the basis of what faith 
does—that is, bringing to God the 
perfect obedience of Christ (Rom. 5:19; 
Phil. 2; Heb. 10:5). No sinner is 
going to be justified other than on the 
basis and merits of that perfect life 
and death! Therefore, imputation of 
righteousness is NOT TO TRANSFER 
THE HOLY AND MORAL LIFE OF 
CHRIST (infused into sinners) but faith 
in Him brings to the sinner’s account 
the merits of His perfect obedience 
(satisfaction of law) and death (satis— 
faction of the penalty of broken law). 


"That God was in Christ reconciling 
the world unto himself, not reckoning 


unto them their trespasses...''(2 Cor, 
3:19). This is the NEGATIVE SIDE OF 
IMPUTATION. Sins rightly belonging 
to sinners are not imputed, that is, 
not counted or put to their account. 
The imputation of righteousness to 
believers is equa!i to saying that God 
does not count our sins against us— 
they ayxe forgiven. Righteousness 
never suggests something which man 
achieves by his efforts; it is a gift, a 
judicial term. God acquits man while 
he is a sinner. Justification is our 
being counted righteous; not really so, 
but counted so by our Lord. Such 
truths in no way express a denial of 
the response of sinners to God's laws. 
The Calvinist, we are told, deny 
"human implementation". If by "im- 
plementation" it is meant that no re- 
sponse is to be given by the sinner to 
God's laws then antinomianism is 
being taught and is as wretched an 
evilas the denial of the imputation of 
righteousness. But to leave the im- 
pression by implementation that sin- 
ners in response to God are justified 
on the basis of their "imperfect works" 
is to play a cruel hoax. God justifies 
the ungodly! Man's response is only 
the embodiment of his complete trust 
in Christ as his substitute—his perfect 
life and death. "Either righteousness 
is aproperty of God or it is a condition 
in man which makes him acceptable 
before God" (Romans, Nygren, p. 159). 
Brother K. C. Moser kept before his 
readers the absolute necessity of 
obedience, yet, "Not merely because 
one has submitted to the authority of 
a King, but because his obedience 
relates directly to the crucified Savior 
by way of expressing trust inthe power 
of the blood to save” (Rom. p. 32). 
Only a legalist is afraid to magnify the 
power and the mercy of God toward 
sinners. 


With Paul's statement before him, 
brother Grubbs wrote: 


"The compatibility and coexistence of 
law and the new system of grace are 
(turn to page 19, col. 2) 


CONFUSING WORSHIP WITH ASSEMBLY 


MICHAEL HALL 
3708 Maple Leaf Dr. 
Bloomington, IN 47401 


Some preachers are notorious for 
confusing "'worship" and ''assembly". 
They hastily and superficially reason 
that since most people ''go to church" 
(assem)ly) to worship, that such is the 
sole or at least the prime reason for 
assembling. Consequently, they in- 
correctly conclude that since worship 
occurs in the assembly, that worship 
and assembly must be synonymous 
terms. 


But they are not synonymous terms. 
Worship is a subjective, personal ex- 
perience which the worshipper exper- 
iences. It is acombination of emotions: 
adoration, love, respect and devotion 
which may or may not express itself 
in outward acts. Worship CAN occur 
within a person who is Just sitting in 
his living room chair. 


But usually worship is expressed. It 
does have "forms" of expression. 
These forms which worship may take 
may or may not be "authorized" within 
the pages of the New Covenant Scrip- 
tures. That is, they may be scriptural 
"forms" for expressing one’s adoration 
and love to God; or they may not be. 
These acts of worship are _ usually 
equated with worship itself. But that’s 
wrong. While worship is usually pre- 
sent, the mere fact of outward com- 
pliance with various forms of worship 
d> not necessarily indicate that the 
person is experiencing the feeling of 
either respect, awe or affection for 
God. His heart may not be drawing 
near to God at all. 


We may characterize ‘worship’ as 
either public or private. It may be 
private; i.e., meditation, silent pray- 
ers; or it may be public; i.e., the 
leading of a group-prayer. It may be 
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an individual matter, or as the com- 
munion of the Lord's supper, a col- 
lective matter. 


Concerning our theology of worship, 
two verses must be considered with 
special care. Jesus’ discussion of 
worship (John 4:20-24) suggests that 
worship is NOT and cannot be limited 
by place or time. It can and does 
occur everywhere and anywhere. It is 
the HEART of the worshipper ("in 
spirit") and the reality (‘in truth") of 
his convictions that matter (John4:24} 
Paul's discussion of worship (Rom. 12: 
1-2)alsounderscores the revolutionary 
fact that EVERY ASPECT of the dis- 
ciple's devotion and life is "worship". 
Everything the disciple does in work, 
play or study, whether it be a matter 
of politics, religion, school, work, 
home—whatever, is to be committed 
to God ("give yourself a living sacri- 
fice") and is therefore an act of ''spirit- 
ual worship"'. Consequently, worship 
isnot limited tothe assembly! Worship 
occurs in the assembly—no doubt about 
that. But it is not the sole reason for 
assembling, nor eventhe primereason. 


The assembly—the gathering of the 
bedy of disciples—is for prayer, study, 
equipping, discipline or tusiness. It 
may be solely to discipline some be- 
liever (1 Cor. 5:4; Matt. 18:15-20). it 
may be for some business at hand 
(Acts 6:1ff). But the overall purpose 
that the early Christians assembled 
was to EQUIP themselves for their 
ministry (Eph. 4:12-13). Consequently, 
Paul laid it down as a basic rule for 
assembling, that everything engaged 
in ought to "edify"". If something did 
not edify (build up, encourage, com- 
fort), then it should be left out (1 Cor. 
4:3-5, 12, 26, 27-31). 





SIGNIFICANCE OF PRECISE 
BIBLICAL DEFINITIONS 


I want to suggest that it is an ERROR 
so confuse and conglomerate the words 
“worship'' and "assembly" and treat 
them as if they were synonymous or 
interchangeable. The first error which 
results is that people conclude that all 
worship occurs in the assembly. They 
then cannot understand nor fully appre- 
ciate or obey Paul's instructions about 
“spiritual worship" (Rom. 12:1). It will 
even seem strange to them to suggest 
that God can be glorified (worshipped) 
by us in the mundane things of life (1 
Cor. 10:21). 


Secondly, once this dichotomy has been 
established in a person's thinking that 
there is only one place ''to worship" 
and everything outside of that formal, 
structured place is not worship (the 
sign says'"'we leave to serve and enter 
to worship"! ?); then they begin to 
pigeon-hole their religion, neatly cat- 
agorizing what's "religious" and what's 
"secular". The result? God is given 
a less significant role in those areas 
of life that are labeled "secular". 
People who think in such catagories 
often remark that one ought to keep 
religion out of politics, social matters 
or whatever matter that seeks anti- 
thetical to have God very much involv- 
ed in(!) 


A third error that arises is the think- 
ing that one cannot "worship" God 
without going to an assembly. How 
disastrous this is to the teaching of 
Jesus that includes every act, even 
insignificant acts of kindness as giving 
a cup of cold water, as an "act of 
worship" to be spiritually "rewarded" 
by the Father (Matt. 10:42; 25:31-46). 
One does not have to "go to church" 
(assembly) to worship God. Some 
people can (and do) worship God as 
well on the golf course or in a nature 
setting. Infact, ANYPLACE or any- 
thing that we do that we can't USE to 
glorify God is sin. 
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If we shall judge HOW WELL we wor- 
ship God (whatever that means —it 
usually means how pleasant, how ex— 
citing, entertaining and ‘nice’ the 
assembly -service was), then some 
assemblies ought to disperse for the 
golf course! Some assemblies (and 
preachers) are thunderously boring, 
dull, morbid, pessimistic. But going 
to the assembly is not primarily for 
worship. It is primarily for minister- 
ing to one another, edifying one another, 
encouraging one another, equipping 
one another and being ministered to, 
equippped, edified (Heb. 10:24-25). 
Since assembling is a collective ac- 
tivity it has a collective purpose. 


ASSEMBLY 


Going to church IS important. Disci- 
ples of Jesus who are minimumly 
serious about Him will assemble. Why? 
In order to study and learn, to be 
edified, to be comforted, to be equip- 
ped to minister. Sure they will wor- 
ship God when they assemble. How 
could they not adore Him or celebrate 
His goodness if they have been giving 
themselves a "living sacrifice’ all 
week as their "Spiritual worship"? 
But the idea of worship "beginning" 
and "ending" is a strange concept. In 
assembling with others, they are 
fundamentally concerned about their 
Body -Life as a group and their col- 
lective effectiveness in ministering 
the Good-News message to the world. 


The TROUBLE with many Christians 
is that they go to church solely to 
"worship", which means five acts. 
The truth of Eomans 12:1 hasn't yet 
dawned on them. They still confuse 
worship and assembling. They go to 
worship God at the church building, 
thinking that the building is the only 
place and Sunday is the only time. 
They might be Christians in profes- 
sion, but they are Jews in thinking. 
They have failed to see themselves 
as part of the collective spiritual 
family and a viable member of the 


Body which functions inChrist's stead. 
They are practically unaware that 
God's Temple is their bodies. 


CONC LUSION 


Let's distinguish between assembling 
and worship. It is of no little signi- 
ficance, but the very distinguishing 
characteristic between Christianity 
and Judiasm; between Christianity and 
Catholicism. Limiting "worship" to 
a particular place(the building) and to 
particular times (Sundays and Wed- 
nesdays) greatly hinders the power of 
Biblical Christianity. It pigeon-holes 
the faith and corrupts the Movement 
which began on Pentecost. 


Some preachers won't like it. I[t will 
make thein WORK. Their job will be 
transformed from aSunday Performer 
with nice sermons to a teacher; an 
equipper, a partner in ministering 


with the rest of the Body. It will force 
them to step down from the pedestal 
of ''The Minister" and lead to a re- 
newal in mutually ministering. It will 
also take away the attendance -club 
whichsomepreachers use to browbeat 
people to make them come. No wonder 
we have such a large portion of our 
audience that are non-participating 
and apathetic. They ''come to worship" 
because they've been brow-beaten to 
come, but they neither enjoy it nor 
are spiritually enriched by it. They 
have "five acts of worship" to fulfill 
as their ‘duty’ and are unmindful of 
the daily ‘acts of worship" which they 
are called to. You know, I think that 
when Paul broadened the definition of 
worship in terms of daily commitment 
he penned an incredibly revolutionary 
concept! Worship is more than a mere 
“five acts."" Itis a Life, it is every~- 
thing. Worshipping God in that Way 
will renew the church (Romans 12:1). 
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When Wedlock 





Beeomes Deadlock 


Biblical Teaching on Divorce, Part 2 


ANDRE BUSTANOBY 
Copyright 1975 by Christianity Today; used by permission. 


‘Divorce is always atragedy no matter 
how civilized the handling of it, always 
a confession of human failure, even 
when it is the sorry better of sorry 
alternatives." Most of us will agree 
with this observation made ina Time 
magazine essay on divorce. But what 
shall we say about the unhappy marri- 
age, sometimes called "holy deadlock"? 
Is it better than a happy divorce? 
Psychologists, marriage counselors, 
and judges are asking questions like 
this. Regrettably, the answers are 
not being supplied by articulate evan- 
gelicals. Most evangelicals say they 
oppose divorce under any circumstan- 
ces. This is most unfortunate, because 
the Bible does not take an inflexible 
Stance on the question. 


Paul inhis first Corinthian letter gives 
detailed instructions on how the prob- 
lem should be handled in the church. 
In First Corinthians 7:10-16 Paul's 
treatment of the divorce question 
depends upon who is involved. He 
discusses (1) the divorce of two be- 
lievers (vv. 10,11), (2) the divorce of 
a believer and an unbeliever where 
the unbeliever does not want a divorce 
(vv. 12-14), and (3) the divorce of a 
believer and an unbeliever where the 
believer wants a divorce (v. 15). Paul 
does not deal with divorce involving 
unbelievers. God allows them divorce 
for the hardness of their hearts. But 
with Christians, the hardness of the 
heart has been remedied. What about 
them ? 


Divorce of Two Believers. Paul speaks 
first of divorce involving two believers: 
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"And unto the married I command, yet 
not I, but the Lord, Let not the wife 
depart from her husband" (1 Cor. 7:10). 
Paul mentions the command of the 
Lord, recalling for us what Jesus 
taught in the Gospels. Jesus was un- 
alterably opposed to divorce for 
Christians. 


Paul was aware, however, that a 
Christian husband or wife out of fel- 
lowship with Jesus Christ can make 
marriage intolerable for the other 
partner. I know of an _ evangelical 
minister who had an outwardly suc- 
cessful ministry, a talented and de- 
voted wife, and grown children, and 
whowas discovered to be a homosexual. 
Even after he was discovered, he 
persisted in his perversion. His wife 
was opposed to divorce, but she could 
not live with him. 


Undoubtedly Paul had run into similar 
situations in Corinth. He advises the 
wife that "if she depart, let her re- 
main unmarried, or be reconciled to 
her husband: and let not the husband 
put away his wife” (1 Cor. 7:11). The 
divorce law in Paul's day did not pro- 
vide for legal separation in which a 
woman could live apart from her hus-~ 
band and not be divorced from him. 
Fortunately the law today does provide 
for legal separation. The Christian 
who needs the protection of the law 
may take this route as an alternative 
to divorce. Legal separation provides 
protection but leaves thedoor open for 
reconciliation. The door to reconcil- 
iation must alwaysbe left open because 
Christians have in Christ the means 


of solving their problem. 


Since there was no legal separation in 
Paul's day, Paul had to advise a spec- 
ialized use of divorce. In fact, he 
does not use the same word for divorce 
that Jesus used {apoluo), undoubtedly 
to guard against contradicting what 
Christ taught about divorce. Paul 
says that the Christian wife may "'de- 
part’ {kordizo) from her Christian 
husband, but she must remain unmar- 
ried. '’Depart'' means divorce, else 
why would Paul say “let her remain 
unmarried"? Divorce with this con- 
dition is really the same as our law 
of legal separation. By attaching this 
condition to divorce, Paul keeps the 
spirit of Christ's commandment and 
at the same time provides protection 
for the believing wife until a reconcil- 
iation canbe effected with her husband. 


If a believer's professing spouse di- 
vorces and remarries, what then? 
Reconciliation is impossible. In such 
a case I believe that the abandoned 
believer is free of the burden to re- 
main unmarried because the purpose 
of remaining unmarried, the hope of 
reconciliation, has been eliminated. 
He has fulfilled the spirit of the com- 
mand. a 


Iuse the word "professing" with design. 
It seems to me that a Christian some- 
times places himself under the rules 
pertaining to the marriage of two 
believers when the behavior of the 
Spouse raises Serious questions about 
his professed Christianity. The 
Apostle James must be taken seriously 
here. A true faith is demonstrated in 
a changed life. 


Divorce of a believerand anunbeliever. 


where the unbeliever does not want a 
divorce. Regarding this second situa- 
tion Paul says: ''But to the rest speak 
I, not the Lord: If any brother hath a 
wife that believeth not, and she be 
pleased to dwell with him, let him not 
put her away. And the woman which 
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hath an husband that believeth not, and 
if he be pleased to dwell with her, let 
her not leave him" (1 Cor. 7:12, 13). 


Since the Lord had not given instruc- 
tions in the case of marriage between 
believers and unbelievers, Paul, under 
the inspiration of the Spirit, does. 
The language is clear: If the unbeliever 
does not want a divorce, the believer 
is not to sue for divorce. It may be 
asked, then, what the believing wife 
should do if the unbelieving husband 
mistreats her. The principle’of verses 
10 and 1] may be applted in suchacase. 
The woman may secure a legal sepa- 
ration for her own protection, but the 
dooe to reconciliation must be left 
open so long as the unbeliever wants 
reconciliation. 


This may seem an excessive burden 
to place on a Christian ~to require 
him to remain with an unbelieving 
spouse. Paul states why he must: '’For 
the unbelieving husband is sanctified 
by the wife, and the unbelieving wife 
is sanctified by the husband: else were 
your chiidren unclean; but now they 
are holy" (1 Cor. 7:14). Whatever is 
involved in the "'sanctifying™ role of 
the believer, this much is clear: the 
believer exposes the unbeliever to a 
Christian influence that is bound to 
have an effect on the unbeliever and 
may ultimately result in his salvation. 
Paul says in verse 16, "For what 
knowest thou, O wife, whether thou 
shalt save thy husband? or how know- 
est thou, O man, whether thou shalt 
save thy wife?" 


I often think of this verse in church 
prayer meetings where women with 
unbelieving husbands faithfully come 
to pray with the church for the salva- 
tion of their husbands. Nowhere have 
I seen such a concern for the lost. 
Indeed, the unbelieving husband is 
placed in a unique position by the 
believing wife. 


Divorce of a believ er and an unbeliever 





where the unbeliever wants a divorce. 
Paul's instructions here is 'But if the 
unbelieving depart, let him depart. A 
brother or a sister is not under bond- 
age in such cases: but God hath called 
us to peace" (1 Cor. 7:15). 


A great deal of argument has centered 
on the word "'depart'’. What does it 
mean, divorce or separation? ''Depart"' 
is the Greek word koridzo, the same 
word used in verse {f. In verse ll the 
word clearly means divorce, else Paul 
would not have made the condition of 
no remarriage. Paul uses the word 
"depart" to mean divorce with or with- 
out condition. In verse 11 he speaks 
of divorce with the condition of no 
remarriage. Inverse 15 he speaks of 
divorce with no condition attached. 
This is the clear meaning of''a brother 
or sister is not under bondage in such 
cases.'' In the case described in 
verses 10 and ll, the brother or sister 
is under bondage: no remarriage. In 
verse 15, the brother is not under 
bondage: remarriage is allowed. 


Paul does not elucidate the circum- 
stances of verse 15. He does not say 
whether it applies only to a person 
saved after marriage or also toa 
believer who unwisely marries an 
unbeliever. Paul's teaching applies 
to the situation as it stands at the 
moment of divorce: anunbeliever wants 
to divorce the believer. It matters 
not how it cameto be that the believer 
is married to the unbeliever. If the 
unbeliever wants a divorce, the be- 
liever is free. 


One further word should be said about 
this. Paul's instructions in this pas- 
sage must be considered in light of 
the variety of divorce laws in the 
United States today. Many times the 
unbeliever may desire to depart but 
find himself unable tosecurea divorce 
under his state law. He may ask the 
believer to sue for divorce in sucha 
case. Would such a divorce be scrip- 
tural? 
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The answer is found in the spirit of 
what Paul is saying. Does the unbe- 
liever want freedom? If he does, the 
believer may grant that freedom. The 
only reason to maintain the marriage 
bond is to bear witness to the unbelie- 
ver (1 Cor. 7:13, 14). If the unbeliever 
does notwant toremainin the presence 
of the believer, there is no reason to 
maintain the bond. 


It may be, therefore, that by legal 
technicality the believer must file for 
divorce to grant the unbeliever the 
freedom he desires. In such a case 
the would be fulfilling the spirit of 
First Corinthians 7:15. 


Objections to this stand ondivorcewill 
certainly be raised. A frequent objec~ 
tion is, "What about the children of 
divorce? They will be hurt."" Unfor- 
tunately, marriages that are kept to- 
gether "for the sake of the children" 
rarely benefit the children. In his 
book "Children of Divorce", Dr. J. L. 
Despert says that it isnot legal divorce 
that samages the children but emotional 
divorce. The marriage is held togeth- 
er for the sake of the child, but the 
child is made to live in anatmosphere 
charged with tension. Dr. Despert 
says, ''As long as the child knows that 
his parents love him and will continue 
to take care of him, he can accept the 
fact that they both no longer live with 
him" (p. 77). 


Psychologists at the University of 
Washington have found that divorce is 
not as damaging to the children as is 
commonly supposed. Their study 
shows that as a group, adolescents in 
brokenhomes showless psychosomatic 
illness, less delinquent behavior, and 
better adjustment to the parents than 
do children in unhappy, unbroken 
homes (New York Times Magazine, 
Feb. 14, 1965). Of course, the ideal 
is a happy, unbroken home, but that 
ideal is not always possible. 


The child may feel guilty about the 


breakup, but the parents can minimize 
the child's feeling of guilt and assure 
him that he will not be abandoned. 
The parents should calmly explain the 
situation to the child and not let him 
find out from quarrels between them 
or from the neighbors, The child must 
be told that the divorce means the end 
of stress, not the end of contact with 
him. 


The mother may say simply, "Your 
father and E canno longer live together 
happily, but that doesn't change the 
feelings we have for you. Even though 
your father won't live with us, he will 
continue to love you and never stop 
being your father." 


The father may explain, ‘What has 
happened was between your mother 
and me and had nothing to do with you. 
You had no part in our unhappiness or 
Gur decision to divorce." 


The whole matter may be summed up 


in this way: though the Church may 
permit the legal separation of believ- 
ers with the hope of reconciliation, it 
can never encourage the divorce and 
remarriage of believers. They have 
the means in Christ of fulfilling the 
original pattern of marriage: the two 
shall be one flesh. 


In the case of marriage between a 
believer and unbeliever, the Church 
may permit divorce and remarriage. 
Paul says that God has called us to 
peace (literally, "in peace"). Whena 
person accepts Jesus Christ as his 
Saviour, he has peace with God, and 
peace ought to mark ali his earthly 
conduct. Insisting on the continuation 
of a marriage when the unbeliever 
does not want to contradict this spirit 
of peace. 


Divorce is a tragedy, but there are 
times when it is preferable to an un- 


happy marriage. //SEND/// 





Final on 


The restoration of a non-denominational 
New Testament church is anhonorable 
objective and we should continue to 
work toward the realization of it, but 
to assume that we have restored the 
"perfect" New Testament church in 
our time is a fallacy and should be 
exposed. We have neither restored it 
in doctrine, worship, works, morals, 
nor in faith and love. He who waits 
around for the restoration of a perfect 
church will wait around a long time. 
There never has been aperfectchurch 
in the sense in which brethren thinkof 
"perfection,"’ and there never will be. 
It is not even necessary that we have 
a Perfect church in the contemporary 
understanding of the term. That's 
why we have Christ. 


The church is made up of imperfect 
human beings and for this reason we 


“DENOMINATIONS” Still no word from Pervie Nichols. 


We take this to mean that he does not intend to answer. 
last reference to the matter unless we hear from him. 


This will be the 

1. rik ects 
will always have an imperfect church. 
Yes, God requires absolute, total 
perfection as arequirement for salva- 
tion. But we fail to stress the fact 
that JESUS CHRIST IS OUR PERFEC~- 
TION! His perfect life was in lieu of 
our imperfect life. He accomplished 
for us what we could not perform for 
ourselves, thus fulfilling our require- 
ment (our obligation to law). Now, by 
the grace of Goa, we are allowed 
entrance into that "perfection" which 
Jesus attained for himself by his per- 
fect life and subsequent death, and 
which he now bestows upon us who 
enter his spiritual body through faith. 
In Him is perfection! In the spiritual 
Body of Christ, the church, we share 
his perfection. In his spiritual body 
the status of "righteousness,"’ which 
rightfully belongs only to Jesus, is 
imputed to those who enter in through 





faith. Herein, and in this sense, we 
find the "PERFECT CHURCH." It is 
perfect because all the inhabitants 
therein have their sins ''covered" by 
the perpetually atoning blood of Him 
who died for us. This "church" needs 
no "restoring."’ This church has never 
ceased to be and never will. It is our 
understanding and our attitude andour 
practice that needs restoring! 


In the true church of Christ there is 
no sin. It may sound contradictory to 
say that the kingdom of God is com- 
posed of sinners who continue to sin 
and that no sin exists therein. No sin 
exists because the whole ‘'body'"', the 
church, is the RIGHTEOUS BODY of 
Christ in whom there is no sin. Those 
sins which John says we all commit, 
are "covered" by the cloak of Christ's 
righteousness and they never appear 
before God. You could say that when 
God looks in our direction he sees, 
not our sinful condition but the glory 
of Him who is perfect~we being mem- 
bers thereof. Our "Standing" before 
God is as it were Christ himself, and 
which it IS in fact. "IN" Him we are 
everything and without Him we are 
nothing. Note the great emphasis that 
Paul places on being "IN" Christ in 
the Ephesian letter...' All spiritual 
blessings are in Christ." 


No, this church is not a denomination. 


Yes, come let us reason together. If 
we, with all our faults, are allowed to 
enter the grace of God through faith 
(Rom. 5:1, 2), by what manner of rea- 
soning do we shut others out of the 
kingdom who have the same imperfec- 
tions? There is no congregation or 
denomination thatcanclaim perfection 
in either worship, doctrine, works, or 
in any other spiritual attribute. 


Now, assuming that we are continuing 
to "reason together", if our doctrine 
be more perfect than, let's say the 
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Baptists, what do we conclude when 
we discover that their '‘works" are 
far superior to our own? Does God 
look upon us with special favor because 
of "doctrine" and frown upon Baptists, 
even though their works are far better 
than ours? I think not. In fact, the 
Bible teaches Quite the contrary. 


In Matthew 23:23, Jesus teaches that 
strict adherence to the "letter" of the 
law was not to be desired above keep- 
ing the "spirit''of the law. The pur- 
pose of law was to bring about what 
was in the letter's objective, i.e., to 
bring to fruition its "spirit". It was 
good to keep the letter (to tithe mint, 
anise, and cummin) but far better to 
keep its spirit (of judgment, mercy, 
and faith). This is law applied. We 
can also say that "works" is faith 
applied, and it is the desired end of 
faith, For we are his workmanship, 
created in Christ Jesus for good works 
(Ephesians 2:10). 


Here I believe we have a parallel with 
"doctrine'' and "works."" Which is 
better ? and what is the desired end of 
doctrine (teaching)? And should we 
feel superior to those who demonstrate 
their faith by their works? The Jew- 
ish notion was that in law ‘“'keeping" 
they "served God" (who needs no ser- 
vic@ but Jesus placed the emphasis on 
the law "serving man." In Christianity 
the emphasis should be on the kind of 
works that do service to our fellow 
man rather than on doctrine with the 
idea of serving God with its correct— 
ness. We can do this without "leaving 
the other undone." 


The idea of "works serving man" is 
carried forth into the judgment scene 
in Matthew 25:31-46. Notice that not 
one of our so-called "doctrines" is 
given as the criteria for determining 
eternal life. Everything involved "acts 
of service’ to mankind. In view of 
this, let's be careful whom we judge 
worthy of hell, for the judgment "that 
we meet” may set the standard for 
Our own judgment. 


EDITORIAL — from pose 4 


SOBER Ma COE RRL 


After reading some ot the publications 
put out by our "anti" brethren, one is 
left with the feeling that surely the 
weight of the whole church rests 
squarely upon their shoulders, and 
should they dose at the pen it woulc 
all come crashing down! One of their 
editors said recently, after hassling 
with an ‘issue’ for several months, 
"I've got to finish with this and get on 
to this other thing that seems to be 
getting out of hand."’ Ah, what burdens 
our "watchmen of the night" have to 
bear! But I suspect that even if they 
did dose at the pen, the church would 
keep right on going just as it has for 
the last 2,000 years, and evenif the 
editor of the E. F. and others did 
likewise. 


One of their publications ran a long 
series of articles on the question of: 
"Why Are We Divided?" and it is the 
writer's belief that the prime cause 
of division is the Lack of Respect for 
Bible Authority. Now, really, can 
anyone imagine that men on the other 
side of the fence, like the late Gus 
Nichols and B. C. Goodpasture, have 
no respect for Bible authority ? or the 
likes of B. B. Baxter, Jimmy Allen, 
Ira North and the vast majority of 
others who make up the brotherhood? 
and even Pervie Nichols, mistaken in 
his zeal though he be. 


Lack of respect for Bible authority is 
not the cause of division within the 
Church of Christ, but a lack of under-~ 
standing of what CONSTITUTES Bible 
authority! In truth, brethren who 
legislate where God has not legislated 
are the real culprits whocause division 
within the church; and in so doing, it 
is THEY who show disrespect for Bible 
authority ! They are not satisfied with 
God's way so they must enact laws 
from examples, inferences, and pai- 
terns, thus usurping God‘s authority. 
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There are legajists andthen there are 

legalists. Those who make laws for 
God arelegalists in purest form. They 
not only would have us live under law, 
but they would add a few of their own. 
And herein lies the cause of the great 


20th century Church of Christ apostasy. 


The "grace" of God is a subject aur 
legalists brethren cannot understand, 
and indeed they cannot, for to under- 
stand grace is eguivalent to being 
converted on the subject. The "light" 
of God's grace dispellsthe "darkness" 
of legalism, just as the rising sun 
vanishes the night. How sad that their 
poverty in this matter has now led 
them to blaspheme God's scheme of 
redemption by referring to the plea 
for unity as the ""grace-unity heresy"’, 
as if there was some other way. If 
upion with God is through God's grace 
then it is not heresy to suggest that 
unity with brethren be on the same 
basis. ''Works-Unity ???" 


"Anti's” occasionally attempt to write 
meaningfully on the subject of grace, 
to show that they are aware of its 
existence, and in spite of their valiant 
attempt to attribute salvation to God's 
free gift of Grace, they end up with 
works being the chief cause of redemp- 

on. A great deal of grace verbage is 
fed into the hopper, but italwayscomes 
out spelling ''W-O-R-K-S"!! 


Others write on the subject as if they 
knew the truth about grace but afraid 
to say what they feel for fear of being 
labeled "liberal". They "nibble" the 
crust around the edges while longingly 
eyeing the custard, but restrained by 
loyalty to the party. Weep for them. 


No one can be a legalist and enjoy his 
Christian calling, because legalism 
is synonymous with fear, and no one 
can enjoy that which he fears. He 
must indeed feax for he can never be 
sure that his works are sufficient to 
gain entrance to the Gates of Glory, 
nor that he has keptALL the law. How 
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sad that the legalistcannot understand 
that Jesus came to earth to rescue the 
world from legalism (Gal. 4:4). He is 
missing the greatest spiritual blessing 
ever given to mankind, the blessing of 
knowing that we are saved through 
Jesus, and that in Him our sins are 
perpetually forgiven @ John 2:1, 2,12). 
Legalism and fear are "tongue and 
eroove'’ in Biblical theology. It is 
perfectly safe to say that by this sys- 
tem no human being will be saved. 


“EDUCATED” BRETHREN 


On our own side of the fence there is 
a segment of brethren (small, though 
it is) whose writings would be equally 
disturbing were it not for the comey 
of the matter. I am referring to our 
"Educated" brethren who seem caught 
between ths "rock and the hard place" 
when it comes to writing meaningfully 
on Bible subjects. They seem to know 
that to write on a level befitting their 
education would be a waste of time 
Since their reading audience consists 
of ageneration of pabulum fed brethren 
and since to introduce a new thought 
is tantamount to liberalism, they are 
faced with the difficult task of writing 
on faith, repentence, and baptism at 
the "doctorate" level. As high-sounding 
as they are able to make it, when 
reduced to peon level it is still faith, 
repentence, and baptism. This is 
nothing more than journalistic slavery 
and is probably unequaled anywhere 
outside of Russia. 


“EXCURSIONISTS” 


Then there is the brother who has 
devised an ingenious writing style that 
enables him to satisfy his inward 
craving to write "truth" while at the 
same time maintain the good graces 
of his brethren. We might call him 
the "excursion" writer, the type who 
takes deep excursions into the land of 
truth (knowing that it is truth) but 
leaving the impression that he is 
merely having "fun'' with the subject. 
For example, in one of our leading 
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brotherhood journals I read an out- 
standing article on ‘grace.'' The 
writer delved deeply into the subject 
and "told it like it was", i.e., free- 
gift, unmerited favor, all are sinners 
in need of grace, justified only by 
God's grace through faith, the whole 
truthful bit. But in the end, after he 
had had his fun, he cleverly leads his 
readers back to the old familiar paths 
of darkness (traditional orthodoxy )— 
faith + works =justification—and de- 
streyed the effect of everything he had 
said. Yo the untrained observer he 
"got away with it’, but not to those 
who understand the doctrine of grace— 
they know when another knows. For 
some unfathomable reason the writer 
(possibly for lack of courage) could 
not cast tradition aside and'"'go all the 
way.'’ (Hopefully this could be his 
way of testing the brotherhood mood, 
like the man who comes home fate and 
ascertains the disposition of his wife 
by tossing his hat in the door first.)... 
but they're getting closer and closer. 
A Se 
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Imputation 


(from page 9) 
POD le Se pele reer 


thus recognized. Paul’s antithesis of 
grace and works belongs to a different 
category. His ‘works' are deeds of 
merit, and not simpiy the conditions 
of favor. 'To him that worketh is the 
reward not reckoned of grace, but of 
debt.' Here, then, the idea of ‘debt’ 
or merit attaches tothe class of works 
mentioned by him. Such works, of 
course, can never be reconciled with 
a system of favor; but he who infers 
thence that the favor of God is capri- 
ciously bestowed, and not exercised 
on conditions, should learn to dis- 
tinguish between things that differ, 
and not, in his vain reasonings, deny 
the plain teachings of the Bible." 
(Lard's Fourth Quarterly). 
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"In that day the root of Jesse shall stand 
as an ensign to the people”. (Isafah 11:10) 
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Editorial 


The article on page 3 by John Clayton will be familiar to those who have read 
the July issue of "Does God Exist". But because of its appeal, timeliness, and 
truth (and alarm) I felt that it should be given a wider circulation. It will be 
new to many of our readers. We reprint it with permission. 


This is one of the most open and realistic articles that I have read in a long 
time on the current state of affairs within the Church of Christ, and the truth of 
it is undeniable. (It is the same message that we have tried to convey through 
the pages of this publication, even though many have thought we were just crying 
"wolf". ) 


Many of us are able to “identify'’ with Bro. Clayton for we too have, at one time 
or another, reached that point in our Christian lives where we have had to 
question our affiliation with the twentieth century Church of Christ (note the 
capital ''c''). I occasionally receive letters from brethren who have "left us" 
for those same reasons stated by Bro. Clayton. 


In their individual cases, "leaving" the Church of Christ to worship with other 
religious groups may have been the best thing todo in their own spiritual interest; 
but like Bro. Clayton, I don't believe that "leaving" is the answer. Joining other 
fellowships that are more compatible and benevolent may be the answer to their 
own individual concerns, but it doesn't solve the overall problem within the 
Church of Christ—mainly the problem of brotherhood intolerance and the lack 
of spiritual ethics among those who have appointed themselves as "guardians" 
of the faith. 


In reference this subject, I said in a past issue of the Ensign Fair, 


You have to be a preacher, teacher, or writer, orin other words to 
publicly expose yourse}f and what you believe and stand for before you 
begin to feel that undercurrent of hostility that exists in brethren 
toward other brethren." 


If this is doubted, then just try it! —just go on record as standing for something 
and you will soon find out. Those who haven't experienced this hostility have 


(turn to page 5) 
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of vjews by those who are free of sectarian bias to those who should serve the Lord in Love, Peace, 
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Most of you have heard my story of 
how I left atheism and became a 
Christian. I have never enjoyed tell- 
ing the unflattering aspects of that 
long journey, but have done so with 
the hope that others could identify with 
me and perhaps come to know the joy 
I came to know as a Christian. In 
recent months I have come to a point 
in my life where I have to question my 
association with the Church of Christ 
as it exists in the United States. I 
Share this with you in the hope that 
some of you can identify with me again 
and find renewed joy in the Christian 
Way. 


In1958 when £ first realized that there 
was a God and that He was the God of 
the Bible, I began to search for a 
church that followed the Bible. I visit- 
ed many denominations and asked 
many questions about their beliefs and 
practices. In every case I found things 
so inconsistent with my understanding 
of God's Word I could not identify with 
them. Some followed certain sections 
of the Bible so literally that they con- 
tradicted other sections—for example, 
handling snakes and drinking poison 
in spite of warnings of not tempting 
God; or taking Revelations so literal 
that Christ's Kingdom became earthly 
even though Jesus repeatedly says, 
"My Kingdom is not of this world." 


Other groups compromised the whole 
Bible by following the "great theolog- 
ians" of the day—denying the virgin 
birth and other "unlikely'"' Biblical 
events as ignorant Biblical super- 
stitions. 


disillusioned 
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During this period I was introduced to 
the "Church of Christ." In 1958 this 
group was truly different from all 
other groups. The first sermon I ever 
heard in the Church of Christ stated 
"Don't ever believe any thinga preach- 
er or elder or teacher says unless 
you turn to the Word of God and see 
that what is being said is true and 
consistent with God's Word.'' When I 
asked questions, I was referred to 
passages in the Bible. When I dis- 
agreed with what wassaid I was shown 
other passages and word studies, and 
then allowed to form my own under- 
standing. If I still disagreed I was 
encouraged to continue to study, and 
eventually I studied myself out of many 
(but not all) of my understandings 
which were different than the main- 
stream of the church. 


Here was a group that operated free 
of tradition. Here was a group that 
aliowed and encouraged individual 
study. Here was a group that evan- 
gelistically reached out to all men and 
allowed for growth and maturing. Here 
was a group open to newideas andnew 
methuds. AsI became a new Christ- 
ian I wanted to get involved and to 
work for Christ. AsI read the story 
of how the modern Church of Christ 
came to be, I thrilled at the base of 
unity built by the men who restored 
the spirit of the firstcentury. I saw 
men who were widely divergent in 
understanding and background join in 
love under Christ to bring all men to 
God. The first ten years of my life 
as aChristian were filled with Christ~ 
ian joy and love as I saw God work in 


my own life and in the lives of others. 
Then came the disillusionment. 


At the beginning of the second decade 
of my life as aNew Testament Christ- 
ian I have seen all the wonder that led 
me to the Church be shattered. I have 
been told I cannot be a public worker 
for the Lord unless I have "attended 
a conservative Church of Christ 
school’. I have seen men write and 
say things about a brother who differ- 
ed with them ona Biblical point that 
you wouldn't hear from an atheist. I 
have seen an increasing dependence 
upon an individual or college or school 
for doctrinal guidance. No longer are 
Christians allowed to have opinions or 
understandings that differ from the 
majority; conforming to the opinion of 
the majority of leaders in the Church 
is necessary for survival. Men saying 
‘We ought to disfellowship everybody 
associated with..... ‘to a group of 
preachers and elders, demonstrate a 
total rejection of those principles that 
led me to the Church of Christ. Con- 
gregational autonomy has. virtually 
vanished with certain men labeling 
other men as "acceptable" or "unac- 
ceptable"’ and attempting to coerce 
leaderships into following their judg~ 
ments. The Church of Christ has 
acquired so many denominational 
practices and attitudes it is in danger 
of losing its restoration identity. 


The most obvious manifestation of the 
disease that has afflicted us is that 
the Church has ceased to grow. With 
so much effort spent trying to control, 
no effort is being spent to evangelize. 
New converts are driven off by intol- 
erant selt-appointed disciplinarians 
before they have opportunity to mature. 
Unlike the attitude which allowed me 
to grow out of my shallow and unin- 
formed beliefs, the attitude today 
seems to be to "conform or else." 
Any congregation which does ailow 
for this growth is summarily written 
off as "'liberal'’ or some other label. 
Those involved in personal work be- 


come discouraged because their efforts 
end up going for nought. As a result 
the Church has picked up another de- 
nominational characteristic —that of 
being satisfied to simply''keep house’' 


I'm frustrated and disillusioned! What 
do I do? How do I cope with what I 
see? Do I withdraw into a house- 
church consisting of those who share 
my frustration and shut out the rest 
of the Church? Many in our area of 
the country are doing just that, in- 
cluding several of my close friends. 
Do I retaliate by going off into a group 
that may not be doctrinally 100% cor- 
rect but which appear to be closer to 
the Spirit of New Testament Christ- 
lanity ? 


J think of how Jesus reacted to the 
Pharisees who were doctrinally right 
but wrong in their attitudes and values 
and wonder what our Lord would do. 
As I read of the patience of Jesus 
with His incredibly thick-headed dis- 
ciples I find the problem to a great 
extent lies within me. I see Jesus 
turning away from the Pharisees and 
turning to thepeople who were search- 
ing and working out of the line of fire. 
The Lord didn't withdraw from the 
problem, but worked with it with those 
who would work. He ignored the 
critics and petty nit-pickers and con- 
centrated on those who wanted a close 
relationship with God. Neither did 
the Lord embrace error for the sake 
of fellowship, but continued to stand 
for Truth. 


If I am going to follow Jesus, I must 
do so in the same way. There are 
thousands of Christians who are sick- 
ened by what is happening to the Church 
today, but who love God and want to 
get back to the business of winning 
souls. There are hundreds of con- 
gregations who have retained their 
autonomy by refusing to be ruled by 
those who wish to force the Church to 
conform to their opinions and under- 
standings. The most encouraging sign 





is that some of the giants inthe Church 
have awakened to the problem and are 
beginning to meet it headon. "Firm 
Foundation"' magazine has taken the 
lead in meeting this problem and is 
now being joined by many other peri- 
odicals. 


I have run the gamut of reactions only 
to realize that the Lord’s will is to 
allow His example and His power to 
guide us to move the Church forward. 
The Church of Christ is still the clos- 
est thing to the first century Church 
available on Earth today. If we ignore 
the character assassins and Pharisees 
among us and look to the lost we will 
regain our growth and move outof our 
stagnation, 


At the beginning of this article I stated 


that I hoped some of you could identify 
with me and find renewed joy. To 
those of you who have had the feelings 
I have described may I urge you not 
to turn your back on the Church of 
Christ. We need your values and 
enthusiasm for the Spirit of New Test- 
ament Christianity more now than 
ever before. Don't withdraw to a 
house-church or identify with a group 
not in the Restoration Movement or 
any other solution. Withdraw to God 
in prayer and draw close to your 
brothers and sisters who love God and 
want to see the Spirit of Christianity 
radiate in the Church. We can and 
will get back on track, but we will 
only do so by ignoring Satan's agents 
who are working within us to stop our 
efforts for Christ and by reaching out 
once again to a Jost and dying world. 
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never spoken their minds, or put it on 
paper. To do so is an open invitation 
for criticisms, the kind that sends our 
more timid brethren into shock. And 
he WILL be criticized regardless of 
what ''position” he takes on any doc- 
trinal issue~and even if he takes no 
position at all! 


I know of no one in our time who has 
done so much for the Lord's cause as 
John N. Clayton in his struggle with 
atheism and the false teachings of 
evolution. Yet, this man has been 
strongly opposed and severly criticized 
by supposedly mature brethren, who 
ought to know better, who ought to be 
ashamed and who ought to fall on their 
knees and pray for forgiveness—and 
Bro. Clayton's as well. 


As gloomy as the current status of the 
Church may appear, if I read the 
Signs aright, I see a change taking 
piace within the brotherhood. Brethren 
who havelong remained silent are now 
beginning to open up. The back-biting, 


character assassinations, ostracising 
and disfellowshipping of brethren over 
matters so trivial that it makes us 
blush with shame, has reached such 
alarming proportions that many influ- 
ential] brethren are breaking with 
tradition to condemn the practice. 


"Breaking silence" is, I believe, the 
most effective way to turn the tide to 
a more benevolent and more tolerant 
attitude toward those with whom we 
may have doctrinal disagreements. 
"Intolerant''brethren have interpreted 
this ''silence” in times past to mean 
approvalof their ''witch-hunting ways’, 
for it is toward the influential that 
they have looked for approval, and not 
toward God. Brethren who are in the 
harness of partyism prefer the esteem 
of their peers, rather than God's es- 
teem; and so it simply remains for 
their peers to voice their disapproval 
and the practice will cease. It must 
be done for our survival. Partyism 
is destroying us! ie 











baptism 
not a work 


KEITH SMOTHERS 
Pine Apple, Ala. 








At least two religious errors are 
refuted by the Apostie Paul in Titus 
3:5,6 when he writes, "Not by works 
done in righteousness, which we did 
ourselves, but according to his mercy 
he saved us, through the washing of 
regeneration and renewing of the Holy 
Spirit.'' Contrary to the teaching of 
some, Paul says that baptism is nec- 
essary for salvation. To avoid this 
implication some men ascribe the 
“washing of regeneration" to anything 
and everything but baptism. ‘'The 
Expositor's Greek Testament" writes, 


The verse may be paraphrased 
as a statement of fact thus: God 
saved us by Baptism... 


This is exactly what Paul is saying. 


But in saving us by baptism, Paul says 
that we are not to think of it as being 
a work done in righteousness. This 
truth is blurred or set aside by many 
who fondly suppose baptism to be a 
work. One man, a college president 
and a brother, recently wrote that 
baptism is a work; however, he went 
on to explain that it is not a work de- 
vised by man. It will not suffice to 
set aside Paul's words by explaining 
that ''works done in righteousness" 
are works of man's derivation. 


Works of man's origin, based upon the 
precepts and doctrines of men are 
called 'will-worship" in Col. 2:22, 23, 
or, "vain worship" in Matthew 15:9, 
Hence, Paul would be made to say, 
"Not by works of will-worship or vain 
worship, which we did ourselves, but 
according to his mercy he saved us, 


through the washing of regeneration." 
But the Bible never refers to will- 
worship or vain’ worship as being 
works of righteousness. Such works 
are works of righteousness. 


Rather, the Scriptures teach that works 
done in righteousness are works orig- 
inaang with God and performed by 
man and credited to man as being his 
own righteousness. Paul speaks of a 
righteousness derived from or based 
on God's law in Phil. 3:9, but he re- 
jects this righteousness as the basis 
of his justification, 'because by the 
works of law shall no flesh be justified 
in his sight" (Rom. 3:20). 


Moses also understood that man was 
doing works of righteousness when he 
did God's works. "And it shall be 
righteousness unto us, if we observe 
to do all this commandment before 
Jehovah our God as he hath command- 
ed us" (Deut. 6:25). In making a loan 
to the poor,if a garmentwastakenasa 
pledge it was to be returned to the 
borrower at night. For the lender to 
do so, ‘it shall be righteousness unto 
thee before Jehovah thy God" (Deut. 
24:13). 


The Bible teaches that law righteous- 
ness is self-righteousness. To accept 
Paul's teaching that baptism is nota 
work would overthrow the thinking of 
many. For these a restudy of the 
entire New Testament and how God 
justifies man would be needed to ar- 
rive at truth. But let's leave it Paul's 
way for hespeaks God's truth; baptism 
is not a work and God saved us by it. 














our historic roots 


139 Signal Hill Drive 
Saint Louis, MO 63121 


In Firm Foundation, June 7, appears 
an editorial by our brother in the 
Lord, Reuel Lemmons, under the head- 
ing ''Hope for Calvinism." The opening 
sentence reads: ''Presbyterians, Bap- 
tists, the churches of Christ and 
several other religious orders have 
their historic roots in Calvinism. "’ 
The gist of the article is that all of 
these have recurring struggles with 
what our brother calls "the faith-grace- 
problem."' Brother Lemmons affirms 
that '‘all denominational lines are 
forged in the fires of revolution" and 
while he avoids the use of ''denomina- 
tional Hnes"’ when applied to ourselves 
he admits that ‘opposition to the 
Calvinistic error of the day'' may have 
helped toinfluence the position we took. 


He is encouraged by the fact that John 
R. Rice, Jerry Falwell, and some 
other Baptist preachers, as wel! as 
most Presbyterians, have given up 
hyper-Calvinism. He regards this as 
"a step toward unity" and points out 
that those mentioned in his first sen- 
tence, together with some Holiness 
groups, have the same basic stance. 
He states that their chief differences 
center around the five points of hyper- 
Calvinism, and it seems that faith in 
Calvinism is beginning to crumble. 


The impact of this article could be 
tremendous. If I had written it Iam 
sure it would have been branded "rank 
heresy". ft is better that it be pro- 
duced by the pen of our good brother 
and that it appear in the pages of Firm 
Foundation from which I am barred. 
The articles I have submitted regard- 
less: of their theme, have all been 
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returned with a note from Brother 
Lemmons that his publication of them 
would make it appear that he endorses 
or condones my "error'' with regard 
tofellowship withall of God's children. 
I may be wrong, but I rather suspect 
that he is more afraid of some of his 
other writers and their reaction, than 
he is of my position. 


It is refreshing for one among us to 
admit that churches of Christ have 
historic roots. Most brethren think 
our "religious order" began as such 
upon Pentecost. They point to the 
legends carved upon the cornerstones 
of thelr communa! structures as proof 
of it. To point out that we are heirs 
of a frontier movement with roots in 
the same "ism" as Presbyterians and 
Baptists will be a distinct shock to 
many. It could result in a degree of 
honesty we have not been free to ex- 
hibit for more than a century since we 
waved a magic wand and transformed 
a historic movement begun by noble 
Presbyterians and others into ''the 
Lord's church" as begun by the Spirit 
through the holy apostles and prophets. 


Many of those who became a part of 
the restoration ideal remained Cal- 
vinists all of their lives. But they no 
longer made their opinions on the five 
points a test of fellowship. Unity in 
Christ, rather than in understanding 
of doctrinal matters became their 
watchword. When Aylett Raines, a 
young man from the Restorationists 
(a sectof Universalists) was immers- 
ed for the remission of sins, there 
were those who questioned whether he 
should be received as long as he held 


what to them appeared to be such 
unscriptural views. 


The matter was introduced into a 
public meeting. Thomas Campbell 
arose and deplored the introduction of 
such a Question. He said that he and 
Brother Raines had been together for 
several months and had "fully unbos- 
omed ourselves to each other."" Then 
he added, "'He is philosophically a 
Restorationist and ] am a Calvinist, 
but notwithstanding this difference of 
Opinion between us, I would put my 
right hand into the fire and have it 
burned off, before } would hold up my 
hand against him". 


Alexander Campbell declared that the 
moment a person believes that Jesus 
the Nazarene is the Messiah, and is 
baptized into the name of the Father, 
and of the Son, and the Holy Spirit, he 
becomes a disciple - 


",.,.and whether he betieves the 
five points condemned, or the five 
points approved, by the Synod of 
Dort, is not so much as to be 
asked of him; whether he holds 
any of the views of the Calvinists 
or Arminians, Presbyterians, 
Episcopalians, Methodists, Bap- 
tists, or @uakers, is never once 
to be asked of such persons, in 


order toadmission into the Christ- 
ian cOmmunity called the church". 


Contrast that magnanimous, gracious 
and unsectarian attitude with the mod- 
ern rule and regulation which will not 
allow a consecrated brother from the 
Christian Church to "place member- 
Ship"’ without coming to the front and 
confessing his "sin" in previously 
attending where the instrument has 
been employed. We not only ask in- 
dividuals about their opinions concern- 
ing the work of the Holy Spirit, the 
millennium, cups, classes or colleges, 
but if they do not give the orthodox 
answer we debar and drive them 
from among us. We ought to be asham- 
ed to live and afraid to die’ 


If amanis immersed upon the basis 
of his faith in Jesus Christ, he is 
welcome where I am in spite of his 
private opinions carried over from 
his previous sectarian alliance. The 
way to help rid the world of sects is 
torid ourselves of the sectarian spirit. 
And the way to do that is to receive 
all of God's children as our brethren 
regardless of who they are and where 
they are. Brother Lemmons will 
Spark thought. I pray the spark will 
not be extinguished by cold water 
thrown upon it by someof the brethren. 
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“Living in Adultery” 


(Restoration Review, 1975) 
Part 1 of 2 Parts 


THE WORD ABUSED... 


This is an expression that I have heard 
all my life, and due to the exposure I 
have had in "Church of Christ" col- 
leges, it is a term I have used myself, 
especially in my younger days when I 
was not as conscious of how prone we 
are to abuse the Scriptures. We warp 
and twist the Bible by imposing upon 
it concepts that it does not teach. 


Needless to say that we do not read of 
"living in adultery" in the Bible, and, 
if one stops to think about it, it is one 
of those expressions that is sheer non- 
sense. How can one possibly "'live"’ 
in adultery? We can read of "adultery "' 
in the scriptures, and of commiting 
adultery, but never of "living" in adul- 
tery. One may as well talk about 
"living in stealing" or "living in mur- 
der" as living in adultery. Such terms 
are nonsense and you can be assured 
that such talk as "living in adultery" 
was invented by the clergy so as to 
impose some anathema on somebody. 


Interestingly enough, this is not used 
on some carna! brother who gives his 
life to chasing after women. If he 
Sleeps illicitly with a woman, he may 
gain the epithet of ''fornicator"' or 
"aduiterer"', but he will not be "living 
in aduitery". This is a unique epithet 
for a unique situation, and I think I 
have never heard it so used except in 
our own circles. No one really "lives 
in adultery"' except that poor soul who 
is "unscripturally divorced" and re- 
marries. If he or she didn't remarry, 
but simply "had an affair” or several 
of them, he or she might be guilty of 
adultery in the eyes of our folk, but 
not ‘living in adultery.'’ You have to 
get divorced unscriptura!ly and then 
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Denton, Texas 
remarry. That will do it. You are 
then "living in aduitery''— whatever 
that means! 


It is of course possible for people to 
commit adultery again and again, just 
as they can steal again and again. If 
that makes the first living in adultery, 
then the second would be living in 
stealing. The whole thing is so stily 
that Irebuke myself for ever succumb- 
ing to such doctrinal folly. 


I fear that we have allowed some of 
our preachers of yesteryear to lead us 
too far afield by way of their inter- 
pretation of what Jesus says about 
divorce and remarriage, and we have 
those among us who continue to keep 
this risky teaching current. Many fam- 
ilies among us with divorce in their 
past have learned to brace themselves 
when the subject comes up, for almost 
certainly they'll hear still again that 
they are “living in adultery, '' even 
after 15 or 20 or 30 years of marriage. 
Others of course have long since been 
driven from us by those who champion 
such strait-laced views. Some have 
been turned away who would otherwise 
come to Jesus, for, being divorced 
people, they were told they were 
"living in adultery,'’ a sin they must 
repent of before they can come into 
the church, which means that they 
must break up their home in order to 
come to the Lord. 


I've known divorced believers, who did 
not separate for ''a scriptiral cause" 
to wait around for years for their es- 
trainged spouseto marry (which would 
mean the ex-spouse was then guilty of 
adultery) so that they would then have 


''a scriptural reason" to remarry. 
We've had families torn asunder over 
this doctrine because some preacher 
convinced a couple that they had no 
right to marry following a divorce that 
dates back to their teenage years. 
Children or no children, they have to 
break it all up and separate, for they 
are "living in adultery.'' They are 
told that this is what Jesus teaches! 


The girl that makes a mistake by mar- 
rying some "Church of Christ’ brute 
is told that she can't divorce him so 
long as he is not unfaithful to her, 
which means to be guilty of adultery. 
No matter how severe the hell is that 
he creates for her, she must hang in 
there the rest of her life. If she does 
leave him, she has to live alone the 
rest of her life—unless, after leaving 
him, the brute takes off after women 
Or marries. In that case she can 
marry again, for he is then the guilty 
party. But if he's the kind that gets 
more kick out of beating women than 
making love to them and therefore 
never gets sexually involved, then our 
young sister, still in her teens and 
with a baby to raise, has to cut it all 
alone the rest of her life, regardless 
of how much some decent guy, even a 
Baptist, loves her and the baby and 
wants to make a home for them. They 
would both be "living in adultery" and 
so that would be against the law. That 
is what these bruisers say that Jesus, 
the Prince of Peace, teaches! 


Something is badly wrong when serving 
Jesus is made to be unbearable, mean, 
unjust, and oppressive. God is for 
man, not against him. His religion 
uplifts man and makes him happy. 
Jesus insisted that ''My burden is easy 
and my yoke is light” and one of his 
apostles assures us thathis command- 
ments are not grievous. To make 
Jesus into a legalist by assuming that 
through manipulation of circumstances 
we can twist his words so that they fit 


our practice is to abuse the scriptires. 
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Jesus is nardly a lawmaker in refer- 
ence to marriage, divorce, and re- 
marriage. He rather lays down prin- 
ciples and ideals, which, mie to life's 
misfortunes, we may fall far short of 
approximating. There is no question 
but that he taught against divorce, just 
as God had enjoined restrictions for 
the sabbath. But conditions may alter 
principles, for principles are always 
given to serve and free man, not to 
oppress or enslave him. We must 
believe that Jesus will accept a person 
wherever he is, that he will raise him 
up and give him hope and make him 
part of the new humanity. 


Jesus didn't talk to troubled souls the 
way these preachers do that I've re- 
ferred to. The woman at Jacob's well 
was such a one, and it is likely that 
she frequented thatinconvenientsource 
of water so as to escape the austerity 
of the "righteous'' women at the city 
well. "Go, and call your husband, "' 
Jesus said to her. When she replied 
that she had no husband, the Lord 
said to her, ‘You are right in saying, 
‘I have no husband’; for you have had 
five husbands, and he whom you now 
have is not your husband."’ That wa:ld 
have been the time to have talked about 
“living in adultery,’ for she was no 
doubt committing adultery every time 
she slept with that sixth man, out of 
wedlock. But suppose she had been 
married to him, would there have been 
any rebuke on the part of Jesus? ''You 
have had five husbands," he says to 
her, and he seems to recognize the 
marriages. We may presume that she 
yad these one at a time: His rebuke 
was that she now lived with a man 
outside marriage. She wasn't “living 
in adultery'' but committing adultery. 
But I cannot see that Jesus would have 
raised the matter at all if that sixth 
man had been her husband. 


Now if our preachers want to be like 
Jesus and rebuke people for living 
with mates out of wedlock, I for one 





will applaud their concern. But to tell 
divorced people, who are now legally 
married, that they are "living in 
adultery,'' well...if they'll just show 
me Jesus doing that. 


It makes an interesting question as to 
what the sequel to the story of the 
woman at the well might have been. I 
can see Jesus saying to her, "If you 
want to be my disciple, first marry 
that man you're living with, and then 
spend the rest of your life seeking the 
kingdom of God and his righteousness."' 
But the editor of the "Heretic Detector" 
could be expected to say, once he had 
examined her marital history, ''Now 
marriage number 1 is the only script- 
ural marriage. You are to go back and 
see if you can’t find him, or else...'' 
The liberties that men take with prec- 
ious souls of God is frightening. No 
wonder the scriptures warn us about 
being teachers, for we will indeed 
receive the heavier judgment. 


Iam well aware of those passages in 
Mt. 5:32 and 19:9, along with Mk. 10:11- 
12 and Rom. 7:2-3, that men use to de- 
duce their legalistic theories, and I 
am persuaded that they draw from 
them unwarranted conclusions. To say 
the least, there are problems that 
should discourage dogmatism. We err 
in making passages mean more thanis 
really in them, and we have a way of 
bring all too sure when the evidence 
at hand suggests a more moderate 
view. 


Take Mt. 5:32: "But I say unto you, 
That whosoever shall put away his 
wife, saving for the cause of fornica- 
tion, causeth her to commit adultery: 
and whosoever shall marry her that is 
divorced committeth adultery." 


Is Jesus here teaching that it is wrong 
to marry a divorced woman, that the 
man who does so is guilty of adultery? 
Don't be too sure! 


This passage has itsproblems.It says 
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that awoman ''commits adultery''when 
her husband divorces her. Do you 
really believe that a woman is guilty 
of adultery just by being divorced? 
That is what it says, "Whoever puts 
away his wife, saving for the cause of 
fornication, causeth her to commit 
adultery.'' This is explained by adding 
to what Jesus says, ''.. .causeth her to 
commit adultery if she marries again." 
But he doesn't say fhat, does he? 
Mark, who was writing to Greeks, 
does not mention that point at all, but 
simply says, "Whosoever shall put 
away his wife, and marry another, 
committeth adultery against her.'' And 
he adds something Matthew left out: 
‘And if a woman shall put away her 
husband, and be married to another, 
she committeth adultery."’ Since the 
Jews did not allow women to divorce 
their husbands, Matthew, writing to 
Jews, does not bother with that pojnt. 
And Mark says nota word ubout "ex- 
cept for the cause of fornication, "' 
which should cause one to wonder who 
makes such a big deal of that point. 
Mt. 19:9 does mention that exception, 
but it is only a repetition of what he 
had already recorded in chapter 5. 


Rom. 7:2-3 only shows what we all 
already recognize, which is why Paul 
is using it as an illustration, which is 
that a woman is bound to a man as 
long as he lives. If she joins herself 
to another while her husband still 
lives, she is an adulteress. It reminds 
us that bigamy is wrong. 


That is about it when it comes to 
Jesus’ "laws" on divorce and remar- 
riage. Isn't that a bit on the sketchy 
side for us to be so dogmatic as to 
break up marriages and pronounce 
anathemas upon devoted couples who 
have been serving God for many years 
only because there is a divorce back 
in the closet? 


But we are told that God only needs to 
say something once, and he has made 
Himself clear enough in Mt. 5 and 19. 


Supposing she must be an unchaste 
woman or her husband would not take 
such action against her. So with the 
man who marries her. Jesus is not 
Saying he is guilty of adultery in mar- 
rying a divorced woman. 


As for "except for fornication" in Mt. 
9:32, this stands as the only exception 
to what he is saying. If the woman is 
"unchaste’' (which is a better transla- 
tion; there's another word for adultery 
or fornication), then in being put away 
she has brought her own bad name 
upon herseif, and so the husband can- 
not be blamed for the ill repute either 
she or her next husband may suffer. 


Lenski insists that Jesus is not con- 
cerned here with who can or cannot 
remarry, but that heis attacking the 
Pharisees when they toss divorce 
around like pancakes~except that 
Lenski does not use that metaphor! 


Well, I am not saying that Lenski is 
right, but he is being honest with the 
text, and he is making a sincere and 
responsible effort to face up to the 
problems in the light of the original 
Greek. Surely he deserves to beheard. 
We can be sure of some things in 
these scriptures. Dovorce is sin! 
Even though Moses in Deut. 24'] al- 
lowed it, Jesus told the Pharisees 
that God never reaily intended it—it 
was allowed only because of "your 
hardness of heart.'' A man becomes 
one with his wife, and only with her, 
and not with his parents. He is to 
leave his parents and become one with 
his wife. God makes them one, and 
so the union is inviolable. "What God 
has joined together, let no man put 
asunder,'' the Lord warns them. 


There is no assurance in theseverses 
that Jesus recognizes any reason at 
all for eivorce. A man is not to put 
away his wife (period). The reason 
is because God made them one from 
the beginning. If he does divorce his 
wife, he has sinned against God, 
whether he marries again or not. But 


12 


he also Sins against the woman, for in 
divorcing her he makes it appear that 
she is an adulteress, for otherwise 
he would not be putting her away. 
Moreover, he injures the man who 
marries her, for it also hurts his 
reputation, making it appear that he 
has married an unchaste woman when 
he really hasn't. 


The only exception tothis is unchastity 
on the part of the wife. If she is un- 
chaste, he is doing her no personal 
injury in divorcing her; that is, his 
Sins are not compounded by hurting 
the woman (and her new husband) as 
well as offending God. But that doesn't 
necessarily mean that the man is un- 
justified in divorcing her. He still 
may be Sinning against God in divorc- 
ing, even if she is unchaste. Man is 
not to divorce his wife —not for any 
reason at all!—that is what I under~ 
stand Jesus to be saying in Mt. 19:1-9. 
Otherwise he would not be contradict- 
ing what Moses said in Deut. 24:1. 
Moses said they could divorce; Jesus 
says they can't. 


But, as we have Said, these are ideals 
and principles more than rules. Di- 
vorces will come, that is life, and we 
must accept them as necessary evils, 
oftentimes as the lesser evil. But 
still someone has sinned. Divorce is 
contrary to what God intended even 
from the beginning. As with all sin, 
God gives us the opportunity to make 
a new start. The sin of divorce can 
be forgiven and the separated people 
can make a new life, each going his 
separate ways. When a_ divorced 
person remarries, he or she is mar- 
ried, and we have to conclude that 
God recognizes that marriage like all 
the rest. With the past forgotten, they 
can start afreshand honor God intheir 
lives~and not divorce again! And it 
has to be wrong to Say they are”"’living 
inadultery" or that they were’'unscrip- 
turally divorced.'' There is no such 
thing as a scriptural divorce—except 
under Moses and the Pharisees! 


i can only conclude that Jesus takes 








Jesus plainly says that if a man di- 
vorces hiswife, except for fornication, 
causes her to commit adultery, and 
whoever marries her also commits 
adultery. 


But is it really all that plain? Taking 
just what Matthew records, we still 
have the problem as to how a woman 
can be guilty of adultery simply by 
being divorced by her husband. And 
we have no information about the man 
who divorcesher. Can he marry again? 
If he does, is he an adulterer if the 
cause of the divorceis not fornication, 
but innocent if itis? Jesus says noth- 
ing about what the man can do or not 
do. His concern is rather about what 
happens to the woman; and, oddly 
enough, to the man who might marry 
her. 


Mark's record of what Jesus says 
takes a different direction. He simply 
says that if a man divorces his wife 
and marries another woman he com- 
mits adultery against her, saying 
nothing at all about exceptions. By the 
way, who is the her in ''commits adul- 
ery against her," the wife that is 
divorced or the second wife? Almost 
certainly the one being divorced, which 
shows that both accounts show special 
concern for the woman being put away, 
which may be aclue as to what Jesus 
is really getting at in all this. 


With Mk. 10:11 in hand, one could 
conclude that when a mandivorces his 
wife and marries again, he is sinning 
against the first wife he commits 
adultery against her) but is not guilty 
of adultery with the second wife 


Well, I suppose I have succeeded in 
confusing you, which is partly my 
purpose. it is confusing; it is very 
difficult, and itis sketchy We don't 
have enough information to draw up a 
law-book on marriage and divorce I 
am persuaded that Jesus intended no 
such detailed information He wasn't 
even talking about conditions and 
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causes for remarriage, but was rather 
rebuking the Pharisees for their flip- 
pant attitude toward women and mar- 
riage and was showing the inviolability 
of the marriage bond, emphasizing 
"what therefore God has joined togeth- 
er let no man put asunder." That is 
the idea. 


I'll share with you how one highly 
respected biblical scholar, R.C.H. 
Lenski, approaches these problems, 
including the one of how a woman can 
be an adulteress simply by being 
divorced. 


The divorcing man is the culprit that 
Jesus is after, according to Lenski. 
The Pharisees had permitted him to 
put away the little woman simpiy by 
handing her a piece of paper—"for any 
cause.'' Jesus is showing what that 
does to her, and in doing so he uses 
"passive'' voice, which almost al) 
commentators treat as if it were 
"active" voice. The phrase ''causes 
her to commit adultery" is passive, 
not active. Active voice is like"T kill" 
while passive is "I am killed,'' which 
means it expresses action done toy ou. 
So it is with "commits adultery" on 
the part of the man who marries the 
divorced woman. This is, he has the 
action of adultery done to him; he 
doesn't do the adultery himself. 


The active voice of this same verb 
appears in verses 27-28: ''You have 
heard that it was said, ‘You shall not 
commit adultery' (that is "active’’), 
but I say to you that every one who 
looks at a woman lustfully has already 
committed adultery (again it is active, 
the subject is doing the acting) with 
her in his heart." 


But in verse 32 he changes to passive 
voice, which means that the divorced 
woman does not herself commit adul- 
tery, but she "has adultery done to 
her" or the like, or as Lenski puts it, 
she is "stigmatized as an adulteress” 
by being put away, the community 


people as he finds them, and makes 
them into a New Creation. That is 
what it is all about. However fouled 
up one's life is, however many times 
he has been married, however full the 


closet is of ail sorts of skeletons, still 
Jesus is there saying, ''Come unto me 
and I will give you rest."’ And he adds, 
thank God, he adds, ''My yoke is easy 
and my burden is light." || 








DIVINE ESSENC 


R. L. Kilpatrick 


The study andthe proper understanding 
of Holy Scripture must proceed from 
an established base, just as any build- 
ing must begin with a foundation. This 
Spiritual building process is accomp- 
lished along two lines of study; by 
Theology and then by a branch of the- 
ology called Biblical Dogmatics. As 
theology means "the doctrine of God", 
biblical dogmatics means the system- 
atic presentation of the doctrines of 
Christianity. Jt may be said that 
theology is that which lays the found- 
ation for the Christian System and 
dogmatics is the process of fitting the 
framework properly upon the founda- 
tion. 


"Systematic presentation'' means much 
more than mere arrangement, but such 
arrangementas shows the interrelation 
the connection and dependence of the 
parts which constitute the whole. The 
great Christian doctrines of Atonement, 
Justification, Sanctification, and Re- 
demption are to be understood only as 
they interrelate to each other and as 
they all are connected toand dependent 
upon the foundation, and the foundation 
is the ''Essence and Attributes of God". 


What is Essence”? 


First of all it is said that God's at- 
tributes are but a finer description of 
his essence. By "essence" it is meant 
"the property necessary for the nature 
of a thing or being"; that of which a 
thing is composed—the ingredients, so 
to speak. Another word which is used 
interchangeabiy is ''substance."" The 
essence, or substance, of God are 
those things which ''make up” his 
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Being, namely, His spirituality, eter- 
nalness, immensity and self existence. 
In this article we will discuss God's 
Spirituality and Eternalness. 


SPIRITUALITY 


Anything and everything in existence 
which possesses reality has substance, 
that which constitutes the object. God 
is real, therefore God has substance. 
Jesus said, '’God is Spirit, and those 
who worship him must worship in 
spirit and in truth" (John 4:24). Since 
there is no article before "Spirit", it 
means that God JS Spirit, not A Spirit. 
God alone possesses pure Spirit. 


Therefore, since God is real—and not 
just an idea" which has no substance; 
then ''spirituality'' is a substance of 
God. Spirituality itself may be sub- 
divided into several parts. 


IMMATERIAL. Even though God has 
"substance" it does not necessarily 
mean that one must have chemical or 
material substance to have being and 
life. Substance may be non-material 
or immaterial, or again, non-corpo- 
real—having no bodily form. 


God's "omnipresence" suggests that he 
cannot have bodily form, for, in order 
for him to be in us and we in_him. 
"Do not I fill heaven and earth, saith 
the Lord" (Jer. 23:24). And because 
he does fill heaven and earth, Paul 
could say, "’...in him we live and move 
and have our being" (Acts 17:28). It 
has been said that a Christian should 
never pray, ''God be near us", for he 
is never so far away as to even be 
near us. "Am IaGod at hand, saith 











the Lord, and not a God afar off" (Jer. 
23:23). 


INVISIBILITY. Invisibility is another 
feature of spirituality. ''No man has 
seen God at any time'' (John 1:18); and 
Paul calls him ''the invisible God"' 
(Rom. 1:20). Several Old Testament 
scriptures seem to indicate that the 
Israelites had seen God, however, 
Since He is invisible it can only mean 
that they saw a manifestation of God. 
They saw a reflection of his glory, but 
not his '‘essence.'' God can and did 
select various visible forms suitable 
for his purpose, such as when he ap- 
peared to Abraham as the Angel of 
Jehovah, the ange! who wrestled with 
Jacob, the ‘burning bush'', and the 
One who descended upon Mount Sinai, 
plus many others (see Gen. 18:13-33; 
32:24-30; Exodus 3:2 and chp. 24). 


Therearealso severalNew Testament 
scriptures which seem to indicate that 
we will see God at the resurrection 
but in what sense or form we cannot 
tell. But John assures us that we will 
see Jesus as he appeared on earth. 


"... ut we lmow that when he 
appears we shall be like him, for 
we shall see him as he is” (1 Jn. 
3-205 


Note the tenses in this verse: "we 
SHALL (in the future) see him as he 
IS (now, at present). The apostles 
knew Jesus only aS he appeared to 
them on earth and for them to recognize 
him in the resurrection would mean 
that he IS NOW as he appeared on 
earth and WILL BE intheresurrection 
what he WAS on earth, or else how 
would they recognize him? And since 
"we will be LIKE HIM", this should 
forever settle the question of what 
form we will have in theresurrection. 


When John said, "...it does not yet 
appear what we shall be", in light of 
what he says subsequently, this can 
only mean that the ‘‘substance”' (chem- 
ical elements) of that form is still a 


mystery. As Paul explains in 1 Cor. 
16:39-41, different bodies possess 
different iends of "flesh’'—fish, fowl, 
human, etc., even though he was ata 
loss to understand the "'kind'' of flesh 
that will characterize the resurrected 
body; but, "Just as we have borne the 
image of the man of dust, we shall 
also bear the image of the man of 
heaven" (vs. 49). 


Some have concluded that since the 
resurrection body is to be ''spiritual'' 
it can't be "physical.'' But a spiritual 
body is still "body'' regardless of 
what it is composed of. The ''spiritual 
rock"' from which the Israelites drank 
was still a physical rock, and the 
“spiritual meat'’ which they ate in the 
wilderness was still physical meat 
(1 Cor. 10°3,4). These were spiritual 
in the sense that God gave them! 
Therefore, the ''spiritual body" of the 
resurrection is the physical body in 
which the "Spirit'' (which God gave, 
Eccles. 12:7) furnishes the source of 
life. ‘'Spirit'' is the "life'' of the res- 
urrection body just as "blood'’ is the 
life of the earthly, human body (Lev. 
LPdde 


After his resurrection, Jesus made a 
sudden appearance to his disciples 
who thought they were seeing a spirit. 
But Jesus said, ''Why are you troubled 
and why do questions rise in your 
hearts? See my hands and my feet, 
that it is I myself; handle me, and 
see; for a spirit has not FLESH and 
BONE as you see that I have'' (Luke 
24:39, caps added). Notice "flesh and 
BONE", not flesh and blood, for Jesus 
shed hisbloodonthecross. Therefore, 
that which gave life to his resurrected 
body was his SPIRIT, thus "'spiritual 
body." 


Since in the resurrection ''we will be 
LIKE him", it means that our spirits 
will furnish the life source for our 
resurrected bodies, and we too will be 
"spiritual body." 
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ETERNAL 


Eternity is God's infinity in 
relation to time. 


Time itself may be defined as the 
“duration measured Sy succession” 
the interval between peaks of change. 


Yet, according to Peter, God does not 
measure time as we do: ''But do not 
ignore this one fact, beloved, that with 
the Lord one day is as a thousand 
years, and a thousand years as one 
day'"' (2 Pet. 3:8). Just as God cannot 
be confined within space, neither can 
he berestricted toa dimensionof time. 


Time exists only where there is a 
creation, for only in creation can 
there be succession, or change, of 
which "“time’’ is its measurement. 
Since God dwells even above creation 
he exists outside the realm of change, 
therefore, there is nothing for time to 
measure. 


Godcannot become subject to anything 
which he caused! His own creation 
cannotimprisonnor contain his fulness. 
Here again the immensity of God over- 
powers the imagination. We simply 
cannot think in timeless terms. All of 
our understanding is based upon our 
relating things to time, to a yesterday, 
today, and a tomorrow. 


WHAT IS "ETERNITY"? 


God has simultaneous possession 
of total duration. 


This means that God has the total his- 


tory of creation before him instantly. 


with no yesterday or tomorrow. All is 
the great ETERNAL TODAY-NOW! 


But what is eternity if it isn’t time? — 
for eternity seems to be more than 
just static existence. Godis, and has 
been, active as evidenced by creation. 
But here is just another of the long 
list of Questions for which man has no 
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answer. We simply cannot think of 
a realm without "time" as a factor. 


The scriptures teach that God had no 
beginning and has no ending. The 
Psalmist refers to it as "... from 
everlasting to everlasting" (Ps. 90:2} 
Isaiah said, 


For thus saith the High and lofty 
one that inhabiteth eternity (55-15). 


Notice that God INHABITS eternity. 
Since eternity had no beginning nor 
has an ending, then this must mean 
that God resides in the whole of it 
immediately. He lives in it from end 
to end, so to speak. Therefore, alt 
that ever has been or ever will be 
stands before God in one gigantic 
panoramic display! 


An illustration may help to grasp the 
idea of total history standing before 
God. Let's visualize eternity as a 
long line stretching from infinity to 
infinity, 

, ETERNITY 
{.~____now——GOD 
8 now 


creavon 


and let's say there is a knot 
tied in the center of the line to repre- 
sent creation. "“Time'' began at the 
point of the knot, for here alone do we 
have succession, change. Since God 
inhabits eternity, from everlasting to 
everlasting, or from one end of the 
line to the other, this means that he 
lives NOW. before creation; NOW, at 
present (at the point of the knot); and 
NOW, in the future, 
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Let's try another illustration. Imagine 
a person standing on top of a building 
watching a passing parade. From his 
position he can see the whole parade, 
from beginning to end; whereas, if he 
were standing at street level among 
the throng he would see only what 
passed directly in front of him. These 
are the viewing stands of God and man, 








as each view the passing of history. says: 


God sees it all immediately but man The ‘bootlegging’ of human notion 
sees only what is directly before him. of time into the realm of God's 
As one theologian put it, ''The whole timelessness has projected into 
of Divine knowledge and experience is human thought many irrelevant 
ever before the Divine Being, so that questions insofaras actual human 
there are no parts succeeding parts." experience is concerned (Gen. Vol. 
Maritain, the philosopher, said, If, p. 261). 
God doesnot forsee—he sees, does Here we are dealing with a very shaky 
not foreknow, but knows. God's dogmatic’. Anytime the finite mind 
realm is that of timelessness; attempts to understand infinity, it is 
this is essentially what eternity risky theology. But this we do know, 
is. Hence, there is no past, God does not count time as we count 
present, or future to God, only the time. Therefore, the preacher who 
everlasting NOW! attempts to move his audiencewith the 


All this seems to be consistent with  'lustration of the “ant that moves the 
Isaiah's passage that "God inhabits earth to the moon one grainat a time" 


eternity.” With this possibility before  ™@y be using the wrong illustration 
in spite of his good intentions, because 
us perhaps we can better understand 


i ie oak 
biblical prophesy. Since God lives in eternity Hom OU UUNE: 


the whole of creation's history, it is We often hear the question, ''Does God 
not necessary for God to “look” into know who will be saved", and all to 
the future to see the fulfillment of his often we hear the answer, "It is pos- 
given prophecies and decrees. Heis sible that God chooses not to know 
already there! He sees them as they some things". In light of what we have 
take place. WithGod there isnofuture. established, the answer is foolish. 

AS a means of caution, C. C. Crawford nt 


“WHO'S THAT 
KNOCKING 
ON OUR DOOR?” Michael Hall 


(Scene: The home of Mary in Jerusalem in Century One when the Christian 
movement was young and alive. James had just been knocked off by the 
Governor and Peter was next in line, he had recently been locked up. The 
young movement was shocked but not in despair. They arose to meet the 
situation by getting on their knees. They prayed for Peter's fortitude and 
courage as he faced his end. Then, suddenly, unexpectedly, during the prayer- 
meeting itself, there came a knock on the door and the prayer-meeting came 
to a fussing halt. Rhoda quickly jumped up to go to the door; when she returned 
she was yelling, screaming and trying to communicate something about Peter! 
That's where we pick up the dialogue. ) 


(or “Shut Up and Pray, Rhoda!’’) 









om em ath 


RHODA: Everybody! Everybody! Listen to me, God has answered our prayer— 
Peter, Peter is at the door! (gasp for breath) Right now, Peter, is... 


PHILIP: Oh, that’s nonsense, Rhoda. Peter is in jail; sit down so we can 
continue with our prayer meeting. 
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RHODA: But it's true, didn't you hear him knocking on the door? Didn't you? 
I tell you it is PETER for sure at the door!! It's... 


MARK: Shhhhhh! You two, the rest of us are trying to pray. Go and talk 
somewhere else, will yau?? 


RHODA: But Mark, PETER is at the door!! I heard him knocking and went to 
the door, and io, it was HIM—alive and well, and... 


MARK: It can't be Peter, Peter's in prison, remember? That's why we're 
here praying, or suppose to be praying Peter will need God's strength to 
be able to face his death tomorrow. Now shut up about this foolishness. 


RHODA But God has already answered oir prayers and has done more than 
we even prayed for... Peter has been RELEASED and FREED from prison! 
He's outside, he really is. Why aren't you listening to me? ? 


BILL: Look, Rhoda, can't you have some respect while we are in here trying 
to pray? ff you want to carry on with these crazy notions, then why don't 
you go outside with these dreams? 


RHODA: But listen to me. PETER knocked at our door and I went and I heard 
his voice... 


MARY: Oh, that must just have been an illusion, Rhoda. Now be quiet and sit 
down so we Can get back to our prayer-meeting. 


RHODA: No, itwas PETER! The Lord Jesus has answered our prayers! Just 
come and see for yourself if you don't believe me. 


CARL: You're mad, Rhoda. It can't be Peter because we ail know that Herod 
put him in prison—there's NO WAY he could have gotten outof Herod's jail. 


RHODA: But I tell you that Peter is really, really ait there, why won't you 
believe me?? Listen! (pause) Hear that? That's someone knocking at the 
door again. It's Peter! Oh, oh... I left Peter at the door!! 


FRED: Well, that is knocking all right, but... 


THOMAS: Yes, it could be knocking, but it sounds like the wind to me... say, 
if it was Peter at the door, how come you didn't let him in? ? 


PHILIP: Yea, Rhoda, why did you leave him outside if it was Peter? 
RHODA: Oh, oh, I got to go get Peter... 


MARY: Ok. Ok. We're never going to get this foolishness settled until we 
unlock the door and show Rhoda that it is not Peter. 


FRED: All right, come on everybody. 


(EVERYBODY rises from their close prayer circle in 
the middle of the room and goes to the door. They unlock 
it and lo, there stands a tall, lanky fisherman, "Rocky", 
as the Christians called him, smiling from ear to ear!!) 


NICHOLAS: Why Peter!!! It's YOU!! 
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MARK: What are you doing here, Peter? ? How did you get out of prison? We 
thought you were in prison, that's why we all gathered here for prayer. 


PETER: Well, you see... 


FRED: Peter, weren't you in prison? ? 
PETER: Ah... 


THOMAS: We should have known better than to come to this prayer-meeting 
here in Mary's house, especially when none of the apostles themselves 
decided to show up! I knew something was fishy. 


PETER: Wait... 


ANDREW: Yes, I guess it was all a bluff. I sure feel silly about meeting and 
praying for Peter's moral courage when there was no real need. 


BOB: Well, !'m going home. I wish some people would get their information 
Straight before they get all excited and bother all of us from our busy 
schedules to have a prayer-meeting when there's no emergency! 


PETER: Hey, wait a minute, let me Say... 


MARTHA: Yea, I left all those dishes in the kitchen and have a million other 
things to do; imagine, 1 went to Church on Tuesday for no purpose at all. 


(EVERYBODY departs from Mary's house in a huff, 
griping and complaining as they go, about a wasteof time 
itwas and how they wished they had better leadership 
that could get facts straight and communicate effectively 
and how the apostles would probably blow their stacks 
when they find out about this unofficial secret meeting! 
The door slams, lights go out, Peter stands alone in 
the street. ) 


PETER: Wait!! Wait a minute! Everybody; hold it, will you? Where are you 
going? Will SOMEBODY listen to me? You see, I WAS in prison and the 
Lord sent this angel and...Hey, come back here! Where are you going? ? 
Hey...you've got it all wrong. Your prayers were important. Hey you guys! 


(POSTSCRIPT: It may not have happened quite like that, but it wasn't far off 
(Acts 12 1-18ff). Strange scene it must have been: the answer to their prayer 
came knocking on their door and they were so slow seeing it! Their prayer- 
answer was locking and they wanted it to go away and denied its reality (they 
said, ‘it is his angel’), so they could get back to the prayers! Imagine too, the 
man who was given ‘the keys to the kingdom,' out in the cold, dark street, 
knocking on the church's door, trying to get in! Kind of makes them human 


li ; 't it? ? 
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Editorial 


We are grateful as well as indebted to 
Bro. James W. Russell for contribut- 
ing the article on page 3. Bro. Rus- 
sell is the editor of "OUTREACH", a 
bi-monthly magazine published in 
Fresno, California. He is presently 
in the fellowship of one of our Church 
of Christ splinter groups. With the 
passing of years Bro. Russell has 
come to realize the harm and also the 
foolishness of brethren dividing over 
some of the things which separate the 
people of God. In his publication he 
has vowed to spend his remaining 
years preaching peace and seeking 
harmony and fellowship among those 
of the Restoration Heritage. We ad- 
mire him for adopting such a lofty and 
Lord-pleasing goal, and may the Lord 
bless him mightily! Where are the 
others?? In view of his recent heart 
attack, I hesitated to ask him to write 
on this subject for our Ensign Fair 
readers, but he assured me he is “up 
to it." 


In his article Bro. Russell makes a 
powerful seven-point appeal and solu- 
tion for healing the wounds of division 
which now exists among the Churches 
of the Restoration Movement, and for 
the prevention of future division. I 
would that these seven points be nailed 
. to the church door of every congrega- 
tion in America, as well as elsewhere. 
We urge our readers to study them 
carefully and prayerfully. 


After reading the article I sat back 


and mentally surveyed this particular 
issue of the E.F. andI have concluded 
that this issue is itself proof of what 
Bro. Russell is saying. The writers 
of thesearticles are what the brother- 
hood has uncomplimentary tagged as 
everything from “anti to "liberal" 
and in-between, and whatever yours 
truly may be labeled (I have the un- 
comfortable feeling that some will 
write and suggest a label and I doubt 
that I'll be able to print it!) WHAT A 
GATHERING!! I am confident that 
these brethren sti]l] believe in what- 
ever it was that placed them into these 
various segments of the church, but 
in spite of these differences we don't 
believe they should stand in our way 
of "being brethren'’. We have many 
things in common and among these is 
love for one another and for the Lord. 
We recognize divisionas sin, a slander 
on the name of Jesus and we want to 
do something about it! We can andwe 
must do something about it, and some 
are doing it. 


I appreciate Bro. Russell for telling 
us what they are doing in Fresno to 
break down the barriers of separation. 
What they are doing is what could and 
should be done in every city across 
the country. ..and it will be done when 
brethren decide that more can be ac- 
complished by DOING than by just 
talking about it! Itwould be interesting 
to all of us to learn what brethren 
elsewhere aredoing enroute toa better 
(turn to page 7) 
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PEACE... 


I am told by those who should know 
that there are more than one hundred 
ideologies that are allowed to separate 
the people of God in the Restoration 
Heritage assemblies. I learned in a 
college Human Relations Course many 
years ago that the solving of any prob- 
lem can come only after we know what 
the problem is and can state it in one 
sentence. We must also know the 
cause or causes of the problem in 
order to know what must be removed 
in solving it. 


Jesus anticipated the possibility, even 
the likelihood, of our being one and 
staying one when he discoursed with 
the Father in the Garden Prayer. He 
showed that he expected of disciples 
that they would be one even as he and 
the Father were one. The early dis- 
ciples were surely not equal in skill, 
training, education, social standing, 
or theability to perform the acts of pub- 
lic worship as we would know it today. 
The saints at Corinth were involved 
in aS many activities which were 
contrary to God's will, so it seems, 
as it were possible for them to be, 
yet, the great apostle, directed by the 
Spirit did not instruct the leaders to 
cut them out of their fellowship. In 
all the ugliness that we read about 
which existed among the Corinthian 
members the idea was not in any case 
to "get rid’ of the offending brother 
or sister. It was to SAVE them! Re- 
demption of them from the offensive 
sin or error was to be the objective. 


There is a tremendous difference in 
administering discipline, which is 
often necessary, and cutting someone 


CAN WE OBTAIN 


JAMES W. RUSSELL 


IT NOW? 


out of the fellowship of saints. The 
idea and practice commonly called 
"disfellowshipping" is not a conclusion 
one could come to by careful analysis 
of the scriptures, either the Old or 
New. The word itself is a misnomer. 
Jesus’ major objective in the world 
was to give or bring salvation. He 
now makes the church responsible 
for administering salvation. . . not 
condemnation. 


Hiram Lester of Bethany College stated 
in a discourse last year that ''We are 
divided over what is good, not what is 
bad."" This is certainly true of most 
divisions. Another editor recently 
stated, "The divided and hostile con- 
ditions existing all across the country 
among all of our brothers and sisters 
is very distressing. Yet, I understand 
a partof its reason: since I was a part 
of it—a partisan among partisans."’ He 
stated further, and I appreciate this 
very much, "And though my conscience 
will not allow me to do some things 
that other brothers do, I will never 
refuse again to call them ‘brothers’ ”"'. 
Praise Yahweh! Let us hope that this 
kind of thinking is infectious and we 
all are exposed and it "takes." 


Richard Halverson, an expert in 
"Christian Relations" wrote, 


"Whatever you make an issue, you 
make the idol’. Spoken by a re- 
vered teacher, that statement 
illuminates the cause of much of 
the confusion in the church today. 
We have sanctified controversy, 
often in the name of peace. If one 
is not divisive, he is not prophetic! 





Economic, social, and political 
views have been elevated toabso- 
lutes —which Jesus Christ has 
been made a tool to support. He 
is proclaimed as a proponent of 
totally divergent positions, the 
holders of which categorically 
place each other under his judg- 
ment. Loyalty to Christ is equat- 
ed with opposing claims. Disa- 
greement is tantamount to treason. 


Jesus Christ is not on the side of 
any human system! "As high as 
the heaven is above the earth, so 
high are His ways above ours, 
His thoughts above ours."’ Every 
economic, social, and politica} 
system is infinitely subordinate 
to His transcendent, eterna} pur- 
pose. We certainly will never 
have peace if we persist in iden- 
tifying our cause with His and 
demanding that all agree or be 
condemned. By whatever name, 
that is the anatomy of war! Jesus 
said, "My kingdom is not of this 
world" (Jno. 18:36). "Seek first 
his kingdom and his righteousness 
(Mt. 6:33). 


it is the conclusion of this scribe that 
by far the greater part of our religion 
is tradition based on habit and pre- 
judice rather than instructions from 
the Author of Salvation. Many practices 
and observances were started to filla 
local need or circumstance. The 
continued practice of that which was 
at first merely begun due to the local 
need or circumstance became, intime, 
a tradition and tradition became a 
doctrine to support. Following that, it 
became easy to find some scripture, 
somewhere, that would seemingly 
support our tradition. This is one 
(probably a major) defect in our di- 
vided warring system. 


second is the ease of opposing some- 
thing that is new in practice tous. If 
we of any splinter group have not been 
practicing something that another 





group finds useful and practical for 
their needs, we of any opposing group 
label it an innovation. The very word 
"innovation" has the connotation of 
that which is bad and ugly. To many, 
in the seclusion of our own segment, 
any innovation, or what we have label- 
led innovation is of the Devil. The 
word "innovation" can be spoken with 
venom as to sound like a "cuss word". 
It is like the word "liberal" was used 
a short time ago. J was amazed at 
just how muchugtiness could be sound- 
ed in the word_by some who were 
totally satisfied that they were God's 
people exclusively, and anyone who 
did not conform was "a liberal" and 
untouchable. 


A third reason for the existence of the 
problem of a divided body may be seen 
in the statement that '’my position is..." 
When a person assumes a "position" 
and professes that as his position he 
then must defend "his position", re- 
gardless of cost of reputation or loss 
of friends. He is locked in-to his 
stated position. This usually stops all 
investigative thinking or study. His 
study is fully oriented to finding what 
will, seemingly, support his "position". 


_ Mostof us inthe American Restoration 


Heritage are prone to assume that we 
are the direct descendants of those 
who started the American movement. 
We find statements made by those 
great men of the last century that suit 
our fancy and that will support our 
practice and we latch on to them with 
ferocious tenacity. We fail to see that 
most of these men were continually 
developing methods and practices all 
through their own lives. At various 
times during the life of Alexander 
Campbell, for example, he stated dif- 
ferent understandings on the same 
subject. There was no time during his 
career when he concluded that he had 
arrived at the perfect understanding. 


These great men of yesteryear were 
careful students of the full meaning of 
what it takes to be the saints that God 


would have them to be. Even though 
many revere them, they were still 
merely men. They seemed able to 
recognize their humanness with human 
failings better than we saints in the 
latter part of the 20th century. There 
is not any place in our development 
where we stop growing in knowledge 
and understanding nor is there a place 
where we develop or find in scripture 
the perfect religious practice that will 
fit every need and circumstance. My 
God is a God of variety. Jesus is a 
Lord of variety. Divinity teaches 
principles but does not prescribe for 
the tota! heathen the same kand of 
training as he does the long time ser- 
vant. The needs are different. The 
method must be different. This has 
been one of our greatest hindrances 
in foreign missionary efforts. We 
attempted to Americanize the African 
and the Asian, or any others that we 
attempt to bring to Jesus the Christ. 
Actually, most American missionaries 
have presented an American Christ. 


Now, what are some possible solutions 
to the problem of the American divided 
Body? Can you and I do something 
beneficial toward solving this problem 
now? Here are some possibilities for 
us to consider: 


1. Stop expending most of our effort 
in defending our status-quo and stop 
attempting to prove how perfect our 
group is in belief and practice. Elim- 
inate the attitide that shows that ‘our 
answers" to any religious problem is 
correct and final. This is particularly 
in view of the attitude in Radio and 
Television presentations. This smug- 
ness is a hindrance to our showing the 
world that we are one in the Lord and 
that being part of the Family of God. 
Our attitude can destroy us and our 
effectiveness as servants of the Most 
High. Many times, among us, heads 
are bowed withhearts that are upright 
and stiff as a board. 


2. Fully recognize that the Christ- 
ian religion is a matter of continual 


growth both with the individual and 
with a society of saints. Continual 
growth demands routine examination 
of practice anda determination as to 
whether programs are practical and 
are getting the Job done. It is very 
easy to get into a rut, and once any 
group becomes settled in a form or 
practice they will do all in their power 
to prevent further growth or develop- 
ment. Most of us in this heritage 
seem to grow to like the comfort of 
feeling that we have learned all there 
is to learn and will fight among our- 
selves to defend our practice. True, 
there are some things that need no 
alteration. The Lord Jesus has already 
had the final word about these. Most 
things that cause disturbances in the 
peace and fellowship are on the human 
level and may often need examination 
and alteration. 


If I understand my Lord Jesus at all, 
the singular and outstanding factor is 
that we are growing in understanding, 
learning by experience, and changing 
for the better in forms of assembly, 
personal behavior and becoming more 
like Him every day. To do this and 
possess this attitude requires SUB- 
MISSION, CONTRITION, AND FOR- 
GIVENESS on the part of each of us. 


3. Come to understand, teach, 
practice, and cause all in our associ- 
ation to conclude that there will never 
be a place in our development and 
growth where a Christian can take a 
position and stop at that point. When 
an individual or an association of 
saints feel that there is a place where 
we have graduated andcan stop making 
further progress we begin to stagnate 
spiritually. Each group must learn to 
allow other groups or individuals to 
develop at a different rate of speed 
than our own, some much faster and 
some at a slower rate. Romans 12 
and 1 Cor. ]2 both support this idea as 
well as the thought that every member, 
regardiess of ability, is equally im- 
portant with every other member with- 
out consideration of ability or rate of 
progress so long as each does as well 


as he can. 


4. Recognize that groups other than 
our own all may learn a great deal 
more about devotional periods, about 
prayer and a prayer life for those so 
adapted, and about telling the good old 
story inamore appealing and effective 
manner. Each of us, under Jesus, must 
come to recognize as full brothers 
each one who has received Jesus and 
responded in baptism, this being the 
"born again'’ experience in part. The 
changed heart or new heart is the rest 
of the experience. Will each of us 
receive the one who has been born 
anew, as a Christian and as a brother 
even though some of his customs may 
differ from ours? We will if we truly 
love the Lord and are His. 


5. Recognize that Christianity is 
NOT DORMANT. Christianity is vib- 
rant! Itis alive. Itis not changeless 
so far as human development is con- 
cerned. A growing band of people is 
a changing people, eachdifferent today 
than yesterday and hopefully better. 


6. Acknowledge that in each of the 
divided groups the majority have taken 
the freedom and liberty which is in 
Jesus and reduced the New Testament 
teachings into a setof carnal ordinan- 
ces. We have developed a set of rules 
and given them numbers in both the 
means Of initiation as well as function. 
This is Judaism warmed over. The 
apostle Paul devoted more time to 
this thought than to any other in his 
writings. We must admit that we have 
for a hundred years been developing 
the principles of the Lord Jesus Christ 
into Carnal Ordinances. We will not 
be able to correct very many errors 
or eliminate the cause of division 
without admitting this and altering our 
thinking abaut it. 


7. Stop allowing our "rituals" to be 
our total religion. A ritualistic religion 
without a new heart is not a growing, 
developing or progressing religion. 


Rituals may be important in their 
place but they can never bea substitute 
for wholesome, enthusiastic Christian 
activity in the daily life of each believ- 
er. So, with this in mind, our rituals 
are Our greatest hindrance. 


The above presents seven things we 
can do to heal the breach in our splin- 
tered brotherhood. Are there men and 
women among us who can bring us 
together in an aura of mutual respect 
and understanding? Will editors and 
preachers stick their neck out in the 
attempt? Certainly no one or even a 
few of us can make a big dent in the 
walls of division. It is the conclusion 
of this scribe that the Lord is now 
prepanag us for this change. Alter- 
ations are taking place. Men have 
little to do with it. Men must, however, 
do what they can to cooperate with 
divinity. Earthen vessels still are to 
be used. The Lord can use any old 
vessel so long as it is a clean vessel. 


The sanctuary that our prophetic 
preachers have told us about fora long 
time is due to be cleansed. Changes 
are taking place. People are changing 
their attitudes without being aware 
that they are in the midst of change. 
The cleansing of the sanctuary is an 
experience, in my opinion, NOW! 


Instead of being "loyal" to our tradi- 
tions which cannot be more than a few 
decades old, let each of us proclaim a 
loyalty to Jesus the Christ and Savior. 
Let us come to recognize that in the 
Body, the Church, we come in all 
sizes and degrees of development. We 
cannot reach a point where all will 
have the same degree of learning nor 
understanding aslongas we are cloth- 
ed in flesh. We dare not allow Satan 
to get the upperhand on us by attempt- 
ing to have forced conformity. God 
has a place anda work for each spotted 
one of us. 


On the west coast, principally in Cali- 
fornia, an effort is being made to 


create a better understanding among 
diverse kinds of saints. For about 
five years in Fresno, preachers and 
leaders have been meeting monthly 
and have come to respect each other 
and have learned that each has some- 
thing beneficial to offer to the others. 
This includes representatives from 
five different kinds of Churches of 
Christ, the Independent Christian, the 
Disciples of Christ, and Christian 
Church. (J refer to these names 
merely aS a means of identification. 
We actualJy love and respect each 
other with a love that we thought im- 
possible a few years ago.) We started 
these conferences with one single rule 
—that each willrespect the conclusions 
of the others and none will attempt to 
alter the practice of another except 
through love and appreciation. With 
*his attitude prevailing we have all 
come to want to hear what the others 
are doing that appears to be practical 
and good. Cultural differences and 
idiosyncrasies of practice will not 
break up afellowship when thisis done 





understanding of those separated from 
us. If they would let us ‘mow we would 
be happy to pass it along tothe readers 
of this publication. 


As I have said several times, I seea 
change taking place among us, and 
with Bro. Russell, J am_ convinced 
that such change is under the guiding 
hand of God. And I am just as con- 
vinced that God will use those who 
will allow themselves fo be used in 
carrying out His purpose. Change has 
to come. The world is closing in on 
us. Someone has reported that every 
five minutes there are more souls 
born into the world than we baptize in 
a whole year, and of those that are 


routinely. The walls are high and 
difficult to climb over or tear down. 


More than 80 years have been spent 
in building higher and higher walls. 
With love for the Master we feel that 
we can -ridge the gap. 


Our own teaching, inwhatever capacity, 
must be as dying men speaking to dying 
men! We must warn while we are 
here. We cannot stand approved in the 
judgment and allow these little differ- 
ences to keep a wall between us. It is 
easily possible for people to go tohell 
for stubbornness even while being 
comfortable in the fellowship of an 
association of saints. Exclusiveness 
would be the error. A spokesman for 
God wrote, ‘How can you love God 
whom you have not seen when you do 
not love a man you are seeing every 
day ?" (para.) °_ CO) 


James W. Russell 
4427 E. Garland 
Fresno, CA 93726 





baptized, 50% fall away within five 
years after their baptism. Immorality 
is sweeping the country. Crime is out 
of hand. The American home is dis- 
integrating. ..and our brethren are so 
busy fighting each other that they cart 
take time to look up and see what is 
happening. 


There is a time to think, to plan, and 
to pray; but after this there is the 
time to stand up and be counted with 
those who recognize that the solution 
to the problem of sin is, first, unity 
among ourselves and then the presen- 
tation of a united Christian front 
against Satan. So be it! = 


Keith Smothers 





Harmonizing Romans 4:!-10and James 
2:21-24 has never been a problem for 
many people. We've viewed it in light 
of the formula of 
Faith + Works = Justification 

Paul writes of the patriarch's faith, 
James speaks of his works and the 
final product is Abraham's justifica- 
tion. In other words, Isaac was of- 
fered up and at that point we see 
Abraham being placed ina saved re- 
lationship with God and accounted 
righteous through his works. What 
could be simpler ? 


ONE PROBLEM: Oovorsimplistic form- 
ula has, in fact, rediced Paul's 
argument to nothingness and in the 
process we've made him a liar. For, 
he contends that even while in uncir- 
cumcision prior to Isaac's birth God 
accounted him as being righteous on 
the basis of his faith in a pledge made 
by God concerning the unborn child of 
promise. In other words, Abraham 
was placed in a saved relationship 
even before Isaac was born and while 
in uncircumcision: this is Paul's 
argument. 


A number of ploys are used to blunt 
the force of Paul's reasoning. One 
evangelist taught that Abraham had 
fallen from grace in the interim be- 
tween events in Romans chapter four 
and James chapter two. His contention 
was that Paul correctly placed Abra- 
ham in a saved relationship while in 
uncircumcision, but, then he fell from 
srace only to be restored by offering 
Isaac. "After all," said he, "We all 
sin and fall from grace daily: don't 
we?" If Abraham fell from zrace, the 
Bible doesn't mention it. Rather, Paul 





Pine Apple, Alo. 


When Was Abraham 
Saved? 


does say that "he wavered not through 
umbelief, but waxed strong through 
faith, giving glory to God, and being 
fully assured that what he had prom- 
ised, he was able also to perform 
(Rom. 4:20, 23). 


Others are playing around with the 
definition of righteousness. Early 
English translations employed "“right- 
wiseness" in which the word's etymol- 
Ogy appears to stress the doing of 
right things. From the American 
Standard we read of Joseph being a 
righteolis man in Matthew 1:19. And 
of "'Cornelius a centurion, a righteous 
man, and one that feareth God..." 
(Acts 10:22). So here we have the 
"Gordian ‘mnot."" Cornelius is declared 
to be righteous before baptism. Who 
will argue that he was already saved, 
unless you believe that his baptism 
was not unto justification? Righteous- 
ness, then, we are told is a reference 
to right works even though the man 
may still need to hear ‘words whereby 
thou shalt be saved, thou and all thy 
house" (Acts 11:14). These people 
acknowledge that Paul declares Abra- 
ham to be righteous on the basis of 
his faith; but, as in the case of Corne- 
lius, he had other things to perform 
before becoming a saved person. 
Namely, he remained wosaved until 
the offering up of Isaac, or so we are 
told. 


Over a century ago, Bro. Moses Lard, 
in his commentary on Romans 3:10, 
speaks of this Greek word variously 
translated "just" or "righteous" in the 
KJV or American Standard Bible. He 
writes: 

The word" just" here means to be 


wholly free from sin—free from 
it in the sense of never having 
committed it...But theword" just" 
has, besides, a popular, current 
sense in which we must becareful 
not to understand it here. Joseph 
the husband of Mary, was a "just" 
man, current sense, but not wholly 
so; he was not sinless. Simeon 
was "just"’, but not perfectly free 
from sin; and so of others. Paul 
does not here use the word "just" 
in this (popular)sense. .. 


To seize upon Luke's "popular, cur- 
rent sense" of the word in Acts 10:22 
and apply it to Paul's more formal or 
legal use of the word in Romans four 
ts to only make Luke seemingly con- 
tradict Paul. For example, Luke says 
that Cornelius was a righteous man. 
Paul, using Psalms 14, writes: ''There 
is none righteous, no not one” (Rom. 
3:10). Who is correct? Both, if we 
follow Bro. Lard's admonition for care 
in the sense of how we understand the 
word. Some have failed to exercise 
this care. 


And so it is with theword ‘ustification’. 
Paul speaks of Abraham's being ac- 
counted righteous before God in the 
legal sense in Romans 4:1-10. Other 
meanings of justification can be noted 
by using your American Standard 
foomotes. In Romans 6:7 we see 
justification used in the sense of "re- 
leased,"" or again, in the sense of 
being 'vindicated" in I Tim. 3:16. 
Here he speaks of Christ as being 
"justified in the spirit."" The NASB 
employs the word '"'vindicated" in 
place of justified. Jesus was "justified 
in the spirit" in the sense that the 
Spirit's work vindicated him as being 
the Christ of God. 


It is evenbecoming fashionable among 
some to deny that Abraham became 
saved at some specific point in time. 
One popular commentary asserts that 
we cannot hnow at what point God first 
accounted Abraham as being saved! I 


became saved at apoint in time as did 
every other Christian; but, not so with 
Abraham, we are told. He was nota 
Christian, of course, nor did he live 
under Moses’ Law; however, like us 
he did become a saved man at a point 
in time. 


He was probably reared as a Pagan 
(Josh. 24:2); and he first believed in 
the existence of God while in Mesopo- 
tamia (Acts 7:2). Over a period of 
several years God reiterated a pledge 
to Abraham of a promised seed (Cf. 
Gen, 12:1; 12:7; 13:16; and 15:5). After 
the fourth time, Abraham believed the 
promise and God "reckoned it (his 
faith) to him for righteousness" (Gen. 
15:6). Remember: 'He that cometh 
to God must believe that he is, and 
that he is a rewarder of them that 
seek after him" (Heb. 11:6). Having 
reached this point, God quickly moved 
to establish a covenant between Him- 
self and the man (Gen. 15:18). 


I, too, first believed inGod's existence, 
Finally I believed in the death, burial, 
and resurrection of Christ. Expressing 
my belief in baptism, God quickly 
moved to estabJish His new covenant 
with me. Christ was also involved in 
God's promise to Abraham. Thus my 
salvation and Abraham's salvation are 
parallel in the all important aspect of 
trust in the promised seed. 


In what sense then was he "justified 
by works, in that he offered up Isaac 
his son upon the altar" (Jas. 2:21)? 
Albert Barnes observes, 


...that the apostle (James) here 
cannot refer to the act of justifi- 
cation as the term is commonly 
understood, referring by that to 
the moment when he was accepted 
of God as a righteous man, (this) 
is clear from the fact that in a 
passage of the Scripture which he 
himself quotes, that is declared 
to be consequent on his believing: 
"Abraham believed God, and it 


was imputed unto him for right- 
eousness."’ The act here refer- 
red to occured long subsequent to 
that, and was thus a fulfillment 
or confirmation of the declaration 
of Scripture, which says that "he 
believed God." 


James is speakingof a man who by his 
works shows his faith. He was vindi- 
cated by works as being a manof faith 
even as God had earlier declared him 
to be. And so it is with us. Our works 
demonstrate our faith, or in their 
absence they demonstrate us to be 
men of dead faith Without a living 
faith we are lost for it is the "stuff" 
that salvation is made of. We are 
saved on the basis of faith and our 
works vindicate us as being men of 
faith. 


Abraham was saved while in uncir- 
cumcision on the basisof his faith and 
long afterwards he was vindicated as 
being a man of faith by his works. 
This is the harmonization of Romans 
four and James two 
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“Churches” & “Sects” 


Buff Scott, Jr. 
1003 Pilot Ave. 
Cherokee, Iowa 51012 


I never cease being amazed, and more 
often disturbed, when I pick up some 
religious journal, whose objective 
presumably is that of unity, and read 
from some good brother abaut there 
being over 40 sects in his county but 
“we are the only church." Such was 
the case in a Church of Christ journal 
recently. The caption caught my eye 
for it depicted Iown, the state I have 
resided in ten years, as newground 
which needs to be plowed. Of course 
only those of the Church of Christ 
party are qualified to do the plowing. 
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Allof the other plowing and cultivating 
done by other religious parties will 
come to nought for the soil is sandy 
and the seed sown will produce nothing 
worthwhile. This is the very essence 
of the party spirit, one of the works 
of the flesh condemned by Paul in 
Galatians, chapter 5. 


I think it best that we inguireas to the 
difference, if any, between a "church" 
and a "sect." If one can be equated 
with the other, and this writer is 
convinced they can be, wherever we 
find a group of people calling them- 
selves either "a church", or "the 
church", we find a sect or religious 
party. Our ecclesiastical term church 
was never once used by Jesus nor by 
any of his specially chosen emissaries. 
That God has on earth a new people 
and a new nation no student of the new 
covenant documents will deny. Jesus, 
through the evangelizing of his apos- 
tles, set in motion his community or 
congregation. Man founded churches 
of religious parties (sects). The 
Greek "ecclesia'’' does aot translate 
"church." 





When one accepts the good news con- 
cerning Jesus and makes him Lord 
over his life, he immediately becomes 
partof thatnew nationor congregation. 
Should he then join himseif to some 
"church" and begin supporting it, 
wearing its name, and teaching others 
that only in his party or church salva- 
tion can be found, he becomes a belie- 
ver plus a party man. He is epsiaved 
to a religious party as one is enslaved 
to a political party. Spiritual captivity 
has overtaken him, and he geither 
promotes the party standard and par- 
rots his party’s slogans or he is soon 
labeled "unfaithful to the church and 
disloyal to the cause." 


It is not necessary that one leave his 
brothers and go elsewhere to give up 
the party spirit. He might possibly 
do more good by remaining where he 
is and working for the good of all. To 











abandon the party spirit is to become 
non-sectarian. We need only to be« 
come independent thinkers, no longer 
bowing to the dictates and wishes of 
the party and the clergyman; cease 
promoting the party system; love all 
of God's children in all religious 
parties; and recognize the fact that 





wherever God has a child we have a 
brother, regardless of what he calls 
himself, if anything. 


Unity will never be achieved until we 
unshackle ourselves from the party 
spirit and latch on to the Holy Spirit. 
One divides while the other unites. @ 


“Living in Adultery” 


(Restoration Review, Jan. 1976) 
Part 2 of 2 Parts 


THE WORD ABUSED... 


Since our article last year on '’Living 
in Adultery'' we have had such a vig- 
orgus response as to persuade us that 
the need for more study in this area 
is even greater than we presumed. 
Not only did we receive numeraus let- 
ters from grateful souls who are now 
persuaded that there is some hope for 
people crushed by a broken marriage 
besides the oppressive measures usu- 
ally meted out to them by leaders of 
their congregation, but several people 
wrote to tell usof particular instances 
among their own acquaintances of 
couples who not only had to suffer the 
pain of a shattered home, but who, 
amidst all the agouy, had to take abuse 
from preachers and elders when they 
would not conform to the hard, legal- 
istic line they laid down. 


The following is typical, written by a 
sister in west Texas, about her daught- 
er. The reference to the baby being 
taken from her helps us to see the 
misery this brought to the entire fam- 
ily. They had adopted the child from 
one of our orphanages. When the 
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marriage failed almost a year later, 
the baby was taken back and given to 
someone else. The young mother then 
had to face her friends and relatives, 
all *our" church folk, schooled in the 
doctrine of ‘Living in Adultery." 


The husband would not accept 
counseling, and she cold not stay 
with him unless he would. So the 
orphanage took the baby back after 
he had been ours for almosta 
year. She seemed to have enough 
heartbreak to finish her off when 
her mother-in-law called her to 
say she just wanted her to think 
over the fact that she would go to 
hell if she should ever marry 
again. We had to take her toa 
psychiatrist for months. These 
ex-in-laws arevery faithful mem- 
bers of the congregation. We 
cannot be close any more, but we 
are not hateful to them. They 
nodded their heads in approval 
when the elders made public with- 
drawal of fellowship from another 
lovely, faithful girl who had been 


through a similar divorce and 
then married a Christian boy who 
had been divorced. Our daughter 
feels that the elders are so dis- 
approving of her that maybe she 
is lost. 


Walter Pigg sends us a story from 
Chicago of a sister he knew in the 
Pearl Harbor church, who led more 
people to Jesus than anyone else in 
the congregation. She was really a 
worker. She visited with backsliders 
and brought them back to the Lord, 
and if anyone came up missing at the 
assembly she would be among the first 
to check on them. She had to return 
to the states when her husband was 
transferred. The next time Walter 
saw her, she explained why she was 
no longer attending any assembly. 


They told me that since George is 
my second husband that I was 
living in sin. No one taught me 
this when they studied with me 
before I was baptized. Now they 
have said, until I divorce my 
husband, Iam not welcome. So J 
guess that's it. I can't divorce 
my husband. He is my life and I 
am his. I'll just have to trust in 
God's mercy, if there is any for 
me. 


Brother Pigg also tells of this case, 
which touched upon his own life: 


In 1920 ayoung manof 20 married 
an immature girl anda year later 
their marriage was dissolved. In 
1925 he remarried and four child- 
ren came to this marriage. By 
1960, when he was finally intro- 
duced to the gospel and baptized, 
his four children were all married 
and he had several grandchildren. 
Was this man to be told todivorce 
his wife and go looking for the 
bride of 1920? For me, this also 
brought further study because this 
man is my father-in-law, and 
grandfather to my children. 


The examples of such religious op— 
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pression could be multiplied. Asif 
life were not already an almost im- 
possible task to most people with 
broken marriages, some of our lead- 
ers choose toplace upon them burdens 
too heavy for them to bear. Young 
preachers, who know all too little 
about human suffering, will dare to 
tell married couples of many years 
that if they expect to serve Jesus they 
must dissolve their marriage and 
break up their home, however much 
misery this brings to parents andchild- 
ren alike. Elders, rooted in the 
"living in adultery " syndrome of Church 
of Christtsm, will treat divorce as if 
it were the unpardonable sin, and they 
will insist that the divorced brother 
or sister remain unmarried the rest 
of his or her life, however burden- 
some this may prove to be, unless of 
course the separated mate is guilty af 
adultery. If adultery did not cause the 
divorce, then the two "innocent" parties 
can wait it out, until one or the other 
marries again, commiting adultery, 
which then frees the other one. He or 
she can then marry without "living in 
adultery."’ I remember a _ divorced 
preacher, waiting for his former wife 
to marry, so he could then "scriptur- 
ally"' marry again! 


All this of course in the nameof Jesus 
the Prince of Peace! 


Any interpretation of the teaching of 
Jesus that places upon people, young 
and old alike, burdens that are so 
overbearing as to make life tyrannical 
is suspect. Jesus is the answer, not 
the problem, he is forebearing, not 
overbearing. He invites the weary on 
the grounds that his yoke is easy and 
his burden is light. His teaching must 
always be interpreted so as to be 
consistent with his grand mission on 
earth: ''I came that they may have life, 
and have it more abundantly" (Jn. 10: 
10}. Or, as John put it: "This is the 
love of God, that we keep his com- 
mandments. And his commandments 
are not burdensome” (I John 5:3). 
Peter's great invitation, "Come to 








him, to that living stone, rejected by 
men but in God's sight chosen and 
previous," (1 Pet. 2:4) is for all bro- 
ken lives in every possible circum—- 
stance. To tell brother Plgg's father- 
in-lawthat in coming to Jesus he must 
give up the woman that has blessed 
and graced his life, because cf a sin 
in his youth, is not only going boo far, 
but makes Jesus a hard taskmaster 
instead of a merciful savior. The re= 
levant passages can't mean a how=- 
ever they are to be interpre 


We present here a few propositions 
that may help to clear the air on the 
question of divorce and remarriage. 
They will sharpen some points that we 
made in the previous article and set 
forth still others. in all this we are 
not claiming to give the last word on 
the subject. To the contrary we sug- 
gest the relevant scriptures do not 
allow for dogmatism or absolute cer- 
tainty. Some who speak on this subject 
know more than they really know, to 
quote Socrates. Our plea is for more 
openness, more forbearance, more 
understanding. We hope these propo- 
sitions, which we believe will stand 
up, will encourage this. 


1. All people who are legally 
married are indeed married and 
therefore cannot be guilty of adul- 
tery in their relation with each 
other. 


This does not mean that they may not 
have sinned in divorcing, and in all 
that led up to the divorce. Jesus 
recognizes that when one "marries 
another” he is married. Even if one 
has two wives at the same time, legal- 
ly married to them both, he may bea 
bigamist but not an adulterer. David 
had several wives, and Jesus tells us 
that even from the beginning God did 
not intend it, that Moses allowed it 
because of hardness of heart (Mt. 19: 
3-9). So God really intended for David 
to have but one wife. But he did not 
commit adultery in sleeping with them 
all. Yet he did commit adultery when 
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he slept with Bathsheba, who was not 
one of his wives. That is what adultery 
is: sexual intercourse outside mar- 
riage. Even today the tribal chief that 
missionaries come upon, who has 20 
wives, is not an adulterer—unless he 
has relations with women besides those 
20! His situation may not please God, 
just as David's did not, but it isn't 
adultery that is the problem. It’s 


poly gamy . 


2. Adultery is a God-designated 
sin, but ''Living in Adultery" is a 
man-designated sin, and there is 
therefore no such sin. 


Without exception "living in adultery” 
is applied to married people, who are 
not guilty of adultery for the simple 
reason that they are married. It is 
never applied to adulterers, people 
who have illicit sexual intercourse. 
One might point to Col. 3:5-7 where 
Paul lists several sins, such as im- 
morality and covetousness, and then 
Says: 'In these you once walked, when 
you lived in them," and come up with 
the idea of living in adultery. This 
would be all right, for this refers to 
practicing these particular sins. But 
our people do not use "living in adul- 
tery” in this sense, for they apply it 
to people they believe to be "unscript- 
urally married.“ Only people who 
commit adultery can be accused of 
walking or living in it as in Col. 3:7. 
Since adultery is sex outside marriage, 
married people can in no way be ac- 
cused of "living in adultery.” It is a 
theological sin, devised by the clergy, 
against those that violate the divorce 
laws that they legislate. 





3. Sins committed in divorce 
and remarriage are notreparable 
aS are many other sins. 


You hear it said that if a man steals a 
horse and then repents, he ought to 
return the horse; if he steals another 
man's wife and then repents, he ought 
to give the wife back. In short, one 
ought to quit sinning when he repents, 


whatever it is. But it is not so simple 
as that. A horse is mere property, a 
thing, something negotiable. When a 
man "steals" another man's wife it is 
far more than possessing another's 
property. He sleeps with her, and 
Paul says when this happens he be- 
comes one body with her (i Cor. 6:16). 
An old relationship has been broken 
and a new one begun. If the man lives 
with her without legally marrying her, 
her husband might take her back and 
forgive her, like Hosea did. If he 
marries her, it becomes more com- 
plex, certainly after many years when 
there are children and even grand- 
children. To pull that old bromide on 
such people, "If one steals a horse, 
etc., '' is to be asinine and ridiculous. 
Returning property or money is one 
thing, out to demand measures that 
wreck still another marriage and still 
another family is something else. 


Yes, people sin in divorcing and re- 
marrying (period). As I said in my 
previous article, I conclude that to 
Jesus all divorces are sinful—some- 
body has sinned—or at least an evil} a 
couple marries and then discovers.a 
grave sexual abnormality on the part 
of one; they immediately divorce with 
perhaps neither of them sinning, though 
it be an evil). But the sin of divorce 
and remarriage is of such a nature as 
not to be reparable; that is, the old 
relationships cannot be reestablished, 
nor does it follow that the new rela- 
tionship must be severed. It can only 
be redeemed. God forgives even when 
reparation is impossible. Murder is 
an irreparable sin; slander often is. 
Still God will forgive. The person 
whose life is strewn with a string of 
broken marriages can come to Jesus 
like any other sinner. Jesus will take 
him as he is, forgive his past, and 
sanctify his present marriage, teach- 
ing him that repentance means that he 
will quit his sinof divorce and remain 
married tkis time. 


4. Divorce is not the unpardon- 
able sin. 


Jesus speaksof such a sin, but divorce 
is not it. Yet my brethren often treat 
divorced people as if it were the un- 
pardonable sin. If the only way to "'fix 
it" is to go back through a maze of 
tragic circumstances and restructure 
what has long faded away, then it must 
be unpardonable. If a young brother 
or sister, who fouled up a marriage 
while in high school or college and are 
now divorced, must live in celibacy 
the rest of their lives, casting to the 
wind all semblance of normalcy while 
yet in the bloom of youth, then it must 
be unpardonable. To the contrary, 
Jesus says that every sin that man 
commits against the Son of Man will 
be forgiven him (Mt. 12:31). There are 
many of our people oppressed by the 
scourge of a broken marriage, who 
will rejoice thatdivorceis forgiveable, 
even jf irreparable. 


It was amidst a bad marriage that one 
oa: the great prophets found these 
words, further esteemed by one of the 
great apostles: 


Once you were no people but now 
you are God's people; 


Once you had not received mercy 
but now you have received mercy 
(1 Peter 2:10). 
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Good News For Bad Times 





YOUR LIFE 


IS VALID 





Michoel Holl 
Bloomington, Indiana 


Do you feel that your life is valid, 
effective and productive? What de- 
termines that belief? What character - 
istic would have to be present to 
cOavince you that your life is effete, 
meaningiess, futile and counterpro- 
ductive? Would hard times and hard 
circumstances make you question the 
validity of your life? Upon what does 
your life's validity rest? 


All of us have felt useless at some 
time. It’sa common human idiosyrasy 
to pessimistically conclude that our 
lives are ineffective and invalid. 
Especially is this true when there 
are problematic circumstances which 
preclude us from accomplishing our 
goals and dreams. Our frustrations 
make us gloomy and negative. Con- 
sequently we seem to be immersed in 
an ocean of pessimism. We wonder 
if our life is valid at ali. ‘What is it 
all about ?"’ 


Further, the success syndrome that 
permeates our society makes us 
question the validity of our spiritual 
experience. We compare ourselves 
with ourselves and conclude that when 
wedon't have the ecstatic experiences 
that others boast of or the religious 
feelings that others witness to, that 
we're missing something. Just what 
determines the validity of one's 
spiritual life? What is "successful" 
in Jesus? 


GOGD NEWS FOR WHEN 
LIFE SEEMS HARD 


I want to share a passage that's a 


15 


warm spiritual breeze of good -news 
that can thaw out our frigid attitudes 
of low sel f-esteem. It's a radiant heat 
of God's promise that can melt the 
icebergs of despair and discourage- 
ment. Here Paul, an imprisoned 
prisoner, writes a terse, laconic note 
to a bouse-church for a gift which they 
had sent him. Paul could have easily 
been discouraged. He could have 
easily felt that his multifarious gifts 
were being wasted there in prison. 
Without doubt, his opportunities for 
evangelism were enormously limited. 
His radiant life-style was stiffled. His 
apostleship to the Gentiles was almost 
completely truncated. The spirit of 
gloom could have captured his heart, 
making him both bitter and defeated. 


Bat it didn't. While his life and min- 
istry seemed so limited, ineffective, 
unproductive and meaningless —Paul 
didn't let it get him down. There on 
death row in a federal penitentiary, 
Paul wrote his prison epistles and 
turned his misfortune for an occasion 
of joy. 

Now, you ask, ‘How could he do that?" 
What was his secret? What element 
was there in his life that made him 
feel that his life was still valid and 
effective? 


I rejoice in the Lord greatly that 
-- -you have revived your concern 
for me...not that I speak from 
want: for I have learned to be 
content in whatever circumstances 
I'm in. I know how to get along 
with bumble means and I also 


know how to live in prosperity; in 
any and every circumstance I 
have learned the secret of being 
filled and going hungry, both of 
having abundance and suffering 
need (Phil. 4:10-12). 


Question: How could Paul handle ''all 
things?'' Neither poverty, unemploy- 
ment, imprisonment, or persecution 
could make him bitter or dejected. 
Nor could prosperity, success or 
popularity lull him asleep into mater- 
ialistic satisfaction. Where then was 
his source of power and validity ? 


The secret is in an often quoted but 
grossly misunderstood verse. It is 
usually quoted to suggest that any and 
every ovstacle can immediately and 
completely be overcome. Our super- 
ficial rendering of itand sugar~glossed 
exegesis has utilized the verse as a 
kind of ''happy -ending"' to every prob- 
lem, making Christianity a cure -all 
with Christians supposedly "'living- 
happily -ever-after.'' Our wresting of 
the verse leaves the Christian with no 
workable theodicy for times when 
there's suffering, pain, anguish and 
hurt. 


Theverse I'm speakingof is Phil. 4:13, 


"I CAN DO ALL THINGS THROUGH 
‘ HIM WHO STRENGTHENS ME." 


Actually, the verse has NOTHING to 
do with having physical strength to 
accomplish a building program, a bus 
ministry or any other adventure, re- 
gardless of how spiritualor important. 
The verse has nothing to do with phys- 
ical "successes"'as we currently think 
of that term. Paul didn't use the 
verse to suggest that he'd get out of 
prison and get onwith his apostleship. 
He had, in fact, just declared that he 
was able to find spiritual strength, i.e., 
contentment in his suffering, want and 
imprisonment!! Which isn't the usual 
ending of our ''success" stories! So 
what does the verse mean? 


JESUS MAKES US VALID 


"I can do all things. ..""is adeclaration 
of hope and tenacity. The phrase, "I 
can do...'' is one word in the Greek 
(ischuo) and means, ''to have meaning, 
to be valid" (Arndt and Gingrich, page 
384). In Heb. 9:17 the word is used 
for validity. (''A covenant is of force 
after men are dead; otherwise it is of 
no strength (not in force, not valid) 
while the testator lives.'' In Gal. 5:6, 
"In Jesus Christ, neither circumcision 
avails anything, nor uncircumcision; 
but faith operating by love.'' The word 
is used in James 5:16, "the effectwal 
fervent prayer of a righteous man 
AVAILS much.” 


The essence of the word means, ''I am 
valid..." or "I am in force..." or "I 
am effective..." or ''My life has mean- 
ing—in all things throughJesus Christ 
who empowers me." The wording in 
Greek emphasizes the "all things”. 


Regardless of the circumstance and 
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in spite of every problem that might 
plague our sojourn, "I am valid in 
Him who empowers me!" 


Jesus' empowering of Paul didn't turn 
him into a super-saint who became 
exceedingly "successful" with trouble- 
less circumstances. This verse didn't 
prevent Paul from experiencing defeat 
and failure. What the energizing 
power of Jesus did was that it made 
him "strong, valid and effective.” 


This might seem like a subtile and 
insignificant difference, but it's not. 
Phil. 4:13 was not quoted by Paul to 
give him a "positive mental attitude" 
of optimism knowing there'd never be 
defeat. Rather, Paul found that even 
in confining circumstances of a prison, 
which normally would have made him 
feel ineffective and unproductive, that 
his life still had meaning! What Paul 
was declaring was that he was still 
VALID, his life still had meaning, 
because his view of ''success" wasn't 
problemless circumstances or out- 
ward measurements; but his relation- 





ship with Jesus! 
SIGNIFICANCE OF THE VERSE 


The current fad in religious thinking 
is epitomized by the 700 Club motif 
that gives easy pat answers and much 
superficiality. The "doing atl things" 
for Paul wasn't building a new build- 
ing or reaching a budget; but living a 
meaningful life in Jesus! What a 
tragedy that we've cast Phil. 4:13 into 
the carnal mold of worldly "success" 
standards. 


Now the emotional norm for Christians 
ought to be that of "greatly rejoicing." 
But the emotional state of "heaviness" 
is also a valid Christian emotion (1 
Pet. 1:6-7). Peter recognized it as 
something to be expected and dealt 
with by his brethren who were suffer- 
ing. Neither did he harangue them 
about getting emotionaily turned on, 
as if that would solve their difficulties. 
He lanew that emotions couldn't be 
switched on and off as a light switch 
or that an emotional "high'' would 
solve the problem of pain. | 


Therefore he didn't seek to play on 
their emotions, but on their volitions, 
their will-power. While emotions and 
feelings might be uncontrojable, one's 
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will and decision for Christ is man- 
ageable. He thus sought to analyze 
why they were in a valley emotionally, 
to cognitively discuss the purpose of 
trials and to arouse them violitionally 
to keep making Jesus their choice 
and Lord. 


Sometimes it's God's will that we do 
suffer (1 Pet. 4:19). Job’s experience 
underlines the fact that everything 
won't be sugar-coated. Suffering, 
pain, loss, heartache, martyrdom, etc., 
are rea} situations for the Christian 
to encounter and handle. Escaping 
them by quoting Phil. 4:13 is sub- 
Christian. Our standards of''success" 
are not equivalent with the worid's 
standards of success. Success for the 
Christian will involve persecution! (I 
Tim. 3:12). That's normative! What's 
needed to help stabilize the believer 
is hope, good-news, and belief that 
our life is still genuinely VALID AND 
MEANINGFUL in spite of our circum- 
stances. Phil. 4:13 provides help in 
that area. It’s a declaration that our 
life is valid because of our union and 
relationship with Jesus who empowers 
us! That's good-news! CI 


3708 Maple Leaf Dr. 
Bioomington, Indiana 47401 


Branding the Strays 


Sgr 


“ROUND-UP TIME AT YE OLE LOCALE” 


Following the brotherhood practice of 
“exclusivism", there is an annual 
side-show among Churches of Christ 
which seems to be growing in popular- 
ity, which is innocently palmed off as 
the Save A Brother Week". Let me 
say before someone jumps to the wrong 
conclusion that any concentrated effort 
to restore the lost is excellent and 
most assuredly biblical, and that much 
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good has come from such endeavors. 
But after witnessing several of these 
annual affairs in local churches, I 
am not convinced that the motives are 
always as they appear to be. In too 
many cases the whole shenanigan is 
nothing more than an *'Annual House- 
cleaning Affair", designed to remove 
inactive members from the church 
rolls by way of ''disfellowship". 


One of our local churches was aston- 
ished when they hauled out their 
"inactive" file to discover that it was 
as large as the "active" file!—so began 
the Save A Brother Week. When our 
drop-outs are visited for the purpose 
of encouraging them to return to active 
duty in the Lord's army, this is as it 
should be. It is just plain Bible teach- 
ing. But when the visit is made for no 
other purpose than to ''meet the Bible 
requirement" in the disfellowshipping 
process, i.e., ''take two or three with 
you", etc., and when the backslider 
interprets the visit as a threat and an 
ultimatum (''get with it or else’'), then 
all the good that sucha program might 
have accomplished is nullified. The 
motive is wrong!—and the only thing 
assured by such an ungodly method is 
that the backslider will never repent. 


It is unnecessary to remind Bible 
students that the purpose of adminis- 
tering discipline to erring church 
members is to save them, not drive 
them further away and make it vir- 
tually impossible for them to repent. 
When this happens, and it happens 
often, then something is terribly wrong 
with the procedure. 


There isapsychological factor involv- 
edin biblically administered discipline. 
God is the designer of it. It is divinely 
calculated to bring the sinner back to 
the fold. But when the methods used 
has the effect of provoking the back- 
slider to wrath, then the psychological 
aspect is being abused rather than 
used. The genuine display of love and 
concern for the backsliding Christian 
plus patience and understanding will 
in most cases restore the lost. Any 
other method is extremely dangerous, 
not only for the soul of the erring, but 
for the church as well, since the one 
so disciplined(?) usually becomes an 
enemy of the church. 


What is being put over in the name of 
"withdrawing fellowship’ (an unbiblical 
term) amounts to nothing more than a 
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"branding process''. The Save A Bro- 
ther Week may be more appropriately 
titled ''The Annual Branding of Stray 
Members", for that is exactly what it 
is. Locally, the procedure is first to 
identify all the strays, visit them, and 
if the visit produces no results their 
names are read before the congrega- 
tion (with the announcement that the 
church is 'withdrawing fellowship’') 
Then letters are sent to all churches 
in the local vicinity and the Sunday 
Bulletin carries the news far and wide. 
Churches across town pick up this 
juicy news item and inserts it in their 
Sunday Bulletin.. . all this in the name 
of love’ for lost souls (let's pray that 
our elders never take a dislike to lost 
souls). The carelessness and indif- 
ferent manner in which some of our 
leaders(?) go about this business is 
frightening! — seemingly without any 
fear whatever that God will hold them 
responsible for the souls in their care. 


Again it is unnecessary to remind the 
Bible student that the scriptures teach 
no such method of church discipline. 


First of all, when a Christian with- 
draws himself from the fellowship of 
the church, reason alone tells us that 
it is literally impossiblefor the church 
to withdraw fellowship from him. No 
such fellowship exists! Why then the 
branding?! What is the purpose? To 
protect the church? ? How can he who 
withdraws himself pose as a threat to 
the security of the church since he has 
removed himself from it? 


The imposing of church discipline is 
an awful serious business. Since our 
drop-out rate is 50%, then we're deal- 
ing with one-half of the church. It 
would behoove elders to spend more 
time studying the subject from the 
Bible and spend less time maintaining 
the status-quo. 


'But'', someone is sure to ask, ''What 
do you do about a member who quits 
coming to church and can't be brought 








back to repentence?" Nothing, abso- 


lutely nothing! The erring member 
has already done what disfellowshipp- 
ing is intended to do, i e., to sever 
the relationship. He has already sev- 
ered his relationship from the church 
by his own withdrawal, and from this 
point on there is nothing the church 
can do to make it any more "severed", 


As we indicated before, the term 
"withdraw fellowship” is not found in 
the Bible. The word "fellowship" is 
from the Greek "koinonia"” and means 
"to share the common life.” The back- 
slider who cannot be persuaded to 
return has said by his refusal that he 
has no desire to "share the common 
life’, and any further action on the 
part of the church against that person 
must be deemed as acts of vengence. 
Vengence is God's territory. 


One of our brotherhood editors said in 
an editorial (the same Diotrephes of 
our August issue) that when a church 
disfellowships someone, that said 
church is obligated to notify all the 
churches, and that this is Bible teach- 
ing. This is not surprising coming 
from one whois a strong advocate of 
tradition, and it is obvious that he 
has given little thought to what such a 
thing entails. Consider this: If each 
congregation is to notify the whole 
churchof one who is disfellowshipped, 
that means every congregation from 
Nashville to Lower Slobovia; and if 
even one congregation is missed, then 
that congregation doing the withdrawing 
has sinned in its failure to notify the 
whole church. Ridiculous, isn't it?! 
God has not legislated sucha monstro- 
sity! Such a practice would place the 
whole church in danger df sinning, and 
for this reason: 


If God had decreed that all churches 
are to be notified of the withdrawal 
action by one congregation, then it 
stands to reason that ALL churches 
are to honor that withdrawal. What 
does this do for the WHOLE church 
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when a body of elders in one church 
being fallible as men are, makes an 
error in judgment and withdraws fel- 
lowship from someone unjustly? The 
whole church would surely become 
partakers of the sinof the one congre- 
gation by honoring their withdrawal. 
Can anyone really fall for this sort of 
teaching? Well, now, the Bible either 
teaches it or it doesn't! If it doesn't, 
then what does this do for local con- 
gregations that notify churches in the 
surrounding area of their withdrawals? 
And what does this do for those chur~ 
ches who honor unjust withdrawals? 
Most assuredly they become partners 
in spiritual crime with the originating 
church, and they are without excuse. 
They cannot plead ignorance in such a 
case because they follow an unscrip- 
tural and anti-scriptural practice to 
begin with. Such uncharitable methods 
go far beyond what the Bible teaches 
about discipline. But this is just 
another example of Church of Christ 
tradition. 


In times past I have knocked on many 
doors in personal work and in cam- 
paigns, and I was amazed to find so 
many denominational people who were 
“ex" Church of Christ members—and 


not a few of them preachers. Why did 
they leave us? 


Partof the answer is that our teaching 
has failed to fulfill spiritual needs. 
We have used those impressionable 
years teaching "'Church of Christ" in- 
stead of Christ theSavior. We skilled 
them in defense of ‘our doctrine", 
but not against the wiles of Satan. We 
resurrected the terrible twins of fear 
and guilt by turning the New Covenant 
into a "Law System", for they "fear" 
that they may break the law and feel 
"suilty"’ knowing that they have. The 
result is that many are driven to seek 
spiritual relief through other means, 
or into mental institutions. Brethren 
it is time to look inward upon ourselves 
in the search for causes. We just may 
find it among our leadership. 
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Editorial 


In the June issue of the Ensign Fair’ 
we carried an editorial report on the 
Grassy Church of Christ located here 
in North Alabama and mentioned that 
it was a "free'’ church. This has 
sparked quite an interest in the Grassy 
church and most of it has been good. 
Some have called for directions on 
how to get there and others have 
written wanting to know more about 
a "free'' church. (see article, page 9) 


In that same June issue, one of our E.F. 
writers had somewhat to say about 
our Church of Christ''exclusiveness". 
But lo and behold the editor of "Words 
of Truth’, published in Jasper, Ala., 
takes us to task on both counts of free 
church and Church of Christ exclusive- 
ness. He takes the position that ALL 
. Churches of Christ are free churches 
and that we are the ones guilty of 
exclusiveness by speaking of only one 
free church in our area. He says, 


We personally Know of several 
faithful churches of Christ in the 
vicinity of the church named as 
being the "free'’ church in the 
area. 


Since he uses the term ‘'‘faithful'' 
churches of Christ he has us saying 
that there are no faithful churches in 
our area except the Grassy church, 
and that our presumptuousness in this 
case is a prime example of our own 


ee eee 


Is the Church Really FREE? 


For a publication that is supposed 
to be so broadminded, { would say 
that this is being just a little bit 
exclusive. 


No one who would obiectively read the 
article in the June issue would con- 
clude that we are saying that there 
are no other "'faithful'' churches in our 
area. (This appears to be another of 
those "straw-men" cases.) 


Certainly any church consisting of 
born-again believers are free in the 
sense that their sins are forgiven, 
without which there can be no other. 
Still, even though free from sin, a 
faithful’ congregation of saints can 
come under bondage—bondage to fear 
resulting from legalistic teachings 
and bondage to the brotherhood system 
of ''conformity'. In this sense there 
are few ‘free’ churches in our area. 


This preacher's editorial is a perfect 
iliustration of one under bondage to 
the brotherhood System, for he is not 
free to admit that he understood our 
meaning perfectly, and feels that he 
must occasionally demonstrate his 
conformity by raking someone over 
the coals who differs with him. He 
further demonstrates his conformity 
to the System by classifying everyone 
to the left of him as "liberal", i.e., 
his opening sentence — 


"exclusiveness."' He concludes, A recent issue of a LIBERAL 
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Or 


religious magazine published in 
North Alabama... (Gaps, mine; 
he later named the ''Ensign Fair"’) 


It would be interesting to hear his 
definition of "liberal'’; perhaps he will 
tell us in a future issue. 


If this preacher thinks his is a free 
church, then let's ask himif the elders 
where he preaches would permit 
brethren like Leroy Garrett or Carl 
Ketcherside to hold one of their ''gos- 
pel meetings". I feel confident that 
either of these brethren would consent 
to preach on any theme of the elder's 
choosing, i.e., Christian living, duties, 
morals, etc., and would agree to 
steer clear of controversa! subjects. 
But we all know it won't happen. Yet, 
these same self-styled conservative 
preachers and elders will go hear 
these men in gospel meetings else- 
where, or assemble with them_ in 
private home. gatberings (and. enjoy 
every. minute of. it) but they cannot 
invite them to their congregations! 
Why? Are they afraid of these preach:- 
‘ers ?-No, they ara not-afraid of Ga¥- 
‘rett or’ Ketcherside. - They arerafraid 
of brotherhood’ ostracism! what otter 
churches might think! {Their-preacher 
may not: be invited to the:}'preather’s 
luncheon'"..) ‘There is no other name 
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WHAT ABOUT “AUTONOMY? 2 
aad fe ons th twbtedine ri > aT 
‘What: dobd this. dd fér: this. thing! called 
"church autonomy'’? Are Churches of 
Christ really free to rule themselves, 
toexercise local preference in matters 
of teaching, decisions, and actions 
according to their Own understanding 


of Christian doctrine and duties? 


Churches of Christ claim to be auton- 
omous by the fact that they are not 
under the "'authority'' of another con- 
gregation or some external power. 
But is this the only way for a church 
to lose its autonomy? Hasn't a body 
of saints lost its “local” self-rule 


when it allows external (brotherhocd) 
prose. “Jo; influence its course of 
activ or when its decisions and ac- 
tions—which it might prefer—becomes 
stifled thrpuphjfear of ostracism? In 
principle, what is the difference be- 
tween being under a_ brotherhood 
"authority‘‘and being under a domina- 
ting brotherhood *inffuericets@ncwéne 
whatever! The results are exactly, tne 
same. The..freedam..fo..choose-.and 
exercise local option is lost in either 
case and AUTONOMY IS::L@STi> Not 
many Churches'of ‘Christ::ars: really 
free to ''do théir own thing’ cite: sli: 


We all'agree that it would bersinful 
for a congregation toplae#itself:dnder 
the control of some earthiy.etrlesias-~ 
tical power, and we should beijiustias 
ready to agree that it: is: sinfil:?obe 
dominated by ‘the influene@ia& an in- 
tolerant: brotherhodsa::-Hethereidbea any 
concermfor: ait'restorediichaxeh, 4hink 
on theBe:thinZ6y:09 (.to} e:musin fi tit. 

21'S k esueisy fi ,otudtsfoc gs 
In :contras®:the::Grassy: .chuztch ‘here 
ints North Alabama: is ‘just as dikely-to: 
invite) »Carlc Kefohersidei oned.ereys 
Garrettifand they shave).tosbole:theise 
anmral, «meeting» agethey: weuld.. ine 
(staunchest iconsernvative :pr dahber sin 
the brotherhood (and they have)s:Thege 
don't feel the necessity to check the 
‘~preacher'si‘:pedi¢gree,ihefor e-. inviting 
him, ori:te consult: the. Brotherhaed 
Bureau of Sound Preachers tao-see how; 
he:"'stands onvali‘ tne sssuestol ‘They; 
feel: thémselves capable bf: separating 
the "chaff'’ from the 'wheat*' in? what 
a preacher says, and thev. haven't 
“sot ‘ahold of some false doctrine" in 
following the practice. This, brethren, 
is a free church, and few there be 
that can make the claim. This is also 
what is commonly called—and the 
term may sound strange to some 
churches—"'Christianity in practice’’. 
May the Lord continue to bless them. 


Therefore, let those who think they 
are free in Christ demonstrate it in 
"deed" and not in words alone. 





JESUS VERSUS 
“THE ELDERSHIP” 


PART | 


Norman L. Parks 
Murfreesboro, Tenn. 


Jesus and his apostles stand solidly 
in opposition to the modern - day 
authoritarian institution called ''the 
eldership” in the Church of Christ. 


Unknown to early Christianity, this 
institution functions asa self-perpetu- 
ating collective papacy. It is a sort of 
combination of the corporate board of 
directors and a Communist politburo. 
As a corporate board, it exercises 
total decision-making power, it as~- 
serts total administrative authority, 
and it claims total power to rule. As 
a politburo, it persues a steepless 
watch -dog role over the cnurch to 
maintain official orthodoxy. Results 
have been the destruction of congre- 
gational responsibility, reduction of 
members from participants to attend- 
ants, and the stifling of individual 
growth. 


This does not mean that the men who 
compose this latter-day papacy are 
bad men. As unquestioning prisoners 
of a closed-end orthodoxy concerning 
elders, which is no longer subject to 
examination, they are victims not 
unlike the many who suffer under the 
oppressive institution. 


In exploring the above proposition, I! 
would like to begin on the avenue of 
personal experience, since all valid 
religion is experiential. The time is 
recent, and the place is my home town. 


The elder sat eyeing me. When I had 
been dean at Lipscomb College, he 
was a Callow freshman and something 
of a slow learner. But he had managed 
toinake it through twoyears of college, 


and now as one of the "rulers'' of the 
church, he felt fully qualified and 
even mandated to pass judgment on 
my Character, my theology, and my 
status in the kingdom of heaven. 


"So you want to know why you are 
banned,"" he said, "I'll answer by 
asking you a question. Do you believe 
that elders have the authority to rule 
the church?" 


"No," I replied, 'I do not believe that 
elders have any authority, much less 
the authority to rule the church. Jesus 
specifically denied the power role to 
any Of his disciples." 


"That's it,’’ he said with a note of 
finality. "That's it in a nutshell." 
The nutshell was that this man, wholly 
without teaching experience, had ruled 
that I, a teacher with 49 years of 
experience, 16 of which in Christian 
colleges, and honored as "Outstanding 
Professor" by the university faculty, 
student-body, and alumni, could not 
make a presentation in the Sunday 
school class which I attend because I 
denied the authority of elders to rule. 
The presentation, ! may add, had 
nothing to do with elders. I could see 
a remarkable parallel between my 
case and that of a Russian who had 
indiscretely doubted a doctrine of 
Marxism-Leninism. 


However, this confident authority was 
a little more communicative than 
another elder towhom I went to inquire 
if the report was true that I had been 
excluded from all participation in the 
"worship" activities. "I will neither 
affirm nor deny it,'* he said, making 
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it clear that elders are under no obli- 
gation to inform victims of. their 
decisions. However, I did get the 
message indirectly, since the preacher 
delivered a series of sermons on the 
authority of elders to make all decis- 
ions for the church, "including the 
color of the paint on the wall." 


This personal experience in a Mur- 
freesboro, Tennessee, church reflects 
the unloving exclusivism and hostility 
toward any person holding a belief at 
variance from the established ortho- 
doxy which is so pervasive in the 
"main -line'’ Church of Christ. So 
closed is this particular issue that it 
may be broached only to reaffirm the 
Official doctrine, the authority of 
elders being of greater moment than 
the authority of Christ. 


MONEY MEN AND WATCHDOGS 


The institution only recently :amed 
‘the eldership"’ has emerged with two 
main functions. Itcontrols the churcth's 
money and all of the power which 
money commands. Spending $200,000 
a year Can be a heady experience. The 
second function is ''watchdogging" to 
maintain orthodoxy and conformity of 
thought. In this second function, this 
collegiate body often take’ their cues 
from the professional "minister," 
whose job is to know allof the preach- 
ers, writers, and thinkers and can 
advise as to who is acceptable and 
who is not acceptable, and to pinpoint 
matters of orthodoxy. There is a 
church inAtlanta in which all members 
who wish to participate publicly must 
pass a written examination provided 
by the elders. Even women who teach 
the pre-school children must also 
take the examination. This is not as 
extreme as it sounds, since members 
generally in the Churchof Christ must 
pass scrutiny. 


Naturally elders cannot fulfill their 
primary and Biblical functions of 
teaching and serving the individual 





needs of the members. Some of the 
elders in the Murfreesboro church 
have never taught classes or groups, 
much less stood before the entire 
flock or counseled families threatened 
by divorce or other problems. Though 
they might claim that they can teach 
"in private," this is an obviously weak 
"out." 


COMMANDS AND EXAMPLES FOR 
ELDERS 


Though Church of Christ hermeneutics 
centers on ''cOommand, example, and 
necessary inference,'' a grossly lop- 
sided application is made to establish 
the claim of elders to authority. Ex- 
amples, I think, are determined when 
they embody fundamental principles. 
One such principle which infuses ex - 
amples cited below is God's..great 
love for men and his respect,for. their 
worth, their dignity, and their ability 
to act responsibily. Eldership theory 
is based on exactly the opposite —dis- 
trust of the members to act responsibly, 
belief in their permanent immaturity, 
and trust in the ability of a, very. few 
among the totality. Let us see. hew 
the eldership institution acts in.cén- 
flict with Biblical examples... .; ;.. .;; 
l. Elders generally assume author- 
ity that even the aposties would not 
dream of assuming. For example, 
when the time cameto fill the vacancy 
on the twelve caused by the desertion 
and death of Iscariot, what was done? 
It might be assumed that the eleven, 
who had been with Jesus throughout 
his personal ministry, were the ob- 
vious ones best qualified to choose 
the man. Instead, they called upon the 
disciples to select the two from whoin 
the Holy Spirit would choose the one. 
Might not this be a good example for 
elders to follow? Not so, they do the 
choosing of new elders and only per- 
mit members to make objections in. 
private—objections, if they are made, 
which are systematically ignored. 
2. When the need arose for trustees 


to administer the common fund at 
Jerusalem, the apostles did not claim 
the authority to choose the seven. 
Rather, they had the whole church to 
elect them. Not only that, they made 
it clear that teachers, which they were, 
should give primacy to teaching and 
not be cumbered with administration. 
Modern elders ignore both examples 
set here. They do not hesitate to 
choose deacons, being unwilling to 
trust the responsibility to the mem- 
bers. Moreover, they make admini- 
stration primary and ignore the 
scriptural doctrine that the one fund- 
amental requirement of an elder is 
that he bea skilled and experienced 
teacher. Not only that, they assume 
the sole responsibility of choosing the 
professional ''minister" whose salary 
the members must pay, they set his 
salary without consultation with the 
church, and they give him his walking 
papers when they choose. 


3. When the great doctrinal issue 
of whether gentiles must become Jews 
in order to be Christians arose at 
Jerusalem, the apostles did not as- 
sume the prerogative of settling this 
question, nor did the elders. It was 
done "'together with the whole church.” 
What is the case today? Elders alone 
boldly claim to be the sole authority 
as to what is orthodox in doctrine. 
When some women began to vocalize 
prayers in a small group in the Mur- 
freesboro church cited above, they 
preemptively ordered it stopped, rul- 
ing that silence is bound upon women 
in all mixed groups. 


4. Whena decision was reached to 
send representatives to the gentile 
church at Antioch, the whole Jerusa- 
lem assembly was involved in the 
selection of thetwo. ff early Christians, 
many of whom could not even read, 
and all of whom were without the New 
Testament and the experience of his- 
tory, could be trusted with such 
solemn decisions by the apostles, why 
is thie example ignored today by 
elders? Why is there no longer the 


congregational meeting for the purpose 
of decision-making and elections? Are 
our moderns so much wiser than the 
apostles? 


5. Paul, an apostle, and Barnabas 
'thad elders elected” (New International 
Version) "in each church" in Lystra, 
Iconium, and Antioch. The Greek 
wording makes it perfectly clear that 
Paul and Barnabas did not choose 
these elders. They doubtless laid 
hands on them after the congregation 
chose them. The word cheirotoneo, 
which has been translated "appoint" 
literally means "elect by raising 
hands."' If this was true of new 
churches, by what right do modern 
elders usurp this right which Paul 
clearly demonstrates by exampte be- 
longs to the members? Yet this is 
exactly what our Murfreesboro church 
does, and with pathetic consequences. 
Since the members are denied any 
part in the process of choice of elders, 
naturally they do not know them. So 
recently it was announced that the 
elders would wear prominently dis- 
played name plates and stand at the 
exits so that the members could come 
to know their names and faces! What 
a preposterous prostitution of the New 
Testament allegorical representation 
of shepherds and sheep! Whoever 
heard of sheep not knowing their real 
shepherd? This travesty lies in the 
fact that these elders function as de- 
Cision-makers, decisions being made 
in private. They do everything else 
by proxy. They teach by proxy. They 
counsel by proxy. They admonish by 
proxy. All done, of course, in as- 
sembly by a hired professional. Maybe 
next they will start being Christians 
by proxy. 


6. Paul wrote that "the churches" 
chose the unnamed brother who was 
to accompany the gift to the Jerusalem 
poor. But today the members donone 
of the choosing and the elders do all 
the choosing. If Paul took pains to 
record this incident, reflecting his 
Obvious approval of this action by his 


brethren, why is this example so 
callously ignored in today’s churches? 


7. Titus did not choose the elders 
in every church as he completed the 
unfinished work in the island of Crete. 
He taught the members what Kind of 
persons elders must be. He only or- 
dained them, or laid hands upon them, 
or ''appointed' them to the service 
they were to fulfill after the members 
had chosen them. Why are modern 
elders, who themselves do the choosing 
so much wiser and so much more 
authoritative than Titus, who worked 
under the personal direction of an 
apostle? 





8. Jesus singled out the er to 
rule exercised in the nolitionrestmn 
and said that it had no place in his 
spiritual realm. "It shall not be so 
among you," he said directly to his 
disciples. If there is a direct com- 
mand in the scriptures this is one of 
them. We have noted that the apostles 
followed his command. They did not 
make the decisions for the church. 
Their leadership was one by example 
and inspired teaching, not by dictat. 
Why did Jesus emphasize that the 
great in his kingdom must not be at 
the top of the pyramid, but at the very 
bottom as servants of all? One does 
not command from the bottom. One 
does not make decisions which are 
binding on others when he is at the 
bottom. The modern eldership has 
rejected the commandof Jesus and put 
themselves as an elite at the peak of 
the pyramid. They do bind their will 
upon others. They do issue commands. 
They do demand unquestioning obedi- 
ence to their will. They not only rule, 
they rule as absolute monarchs. Their 
decisions are not subject to review by 
anybody. They do not submit them- 
selves to the many, they require the 
many to subject themselves to them. 


I once attended a meeting of ''men'' 
called by the elders of the Murfrees- 
boro church cited above. At one stage 


in the discussion a proposal was ad- 
vanced. A member, obviously not too 
well informed about Church of Christ 
orthodoxy on elders, said, ''Mr. Chair- 
man, I move the adoption of this 
proposal.'"' One of the elders, with 
flushed face, said in an angry tone, 
"There will be no motions here. You 
men can make suggestions, but we 
elders will meet and make the deci- 
sions, 


9. No elder has ever admitted that 
he has violated Peter's instruction not 
to "lord it over the flock.'’ Our mod- 
ern elder theory tries to draw a line 
between an arbitrary dictatorship and 
a benevolent one. The theory holds 
that elders canrule with ahandof iron 
so long as it is encased ina benevolent 
glove. Unfortunately for this theory, 
"ruling" and "lording it over’ means 
exactly the same thing. Hoy Ledbetter 
in Integrity in June, 1977 very effec- 
tively points out that the alternate 
translations of Peter's expression 
"lord it over" innine different lexicons 
are: "hold in subjection... be masters 
of...exercise lordship over...rule. .. 
govern...command. .. control .. domi- 
neer over...get into their power... try 
to show their authority over...or ex- 
ercise power over God's heritage." 
Recently the elders in the Murfrees- 
boro church cited above announced 
that they were going to hire an addi- 
tional professional ''minister."’ Shortly 
afterward they announced that they. 
were going to tear down a residence 
owned by the church and build on the 
site a new and enlarged ''auditorium." 
In neither case was the church fore- 
warned or consulted, though the mem- 
bers would be expected to foot the bill 
for both ventures. Both decisions, 
please note, are binding upon a silent 
membership. If this is not in violation 
of Peter's prohibition, what possibly 
would be? As an aside, they did not 
say a new "sanctuary."’ That would 
have been just like the ''sects.'' The 
term ''auditorium" is appropriate, for 
that is what the members do—sit and 


audit. 


10. The Apostle Paul's example in 
writing to the churches in Galatia and 
Corinth is in direct conflict with mod- 
ern elder theory. There were serious 
doctrinal, fraternal, and disciplinary 
problems in both places. Yet Paul did 
nol write the elders to straighten out 
these problems, hewrotethe members 
and put the burden onthe many. itis 
highiy significant that in his letters 
Paul practically never mentioned 
etders. He looked to congregational 
responsibility and congregational ac- 
tion. Once more we note in modern 
“eldership"’ theory, Paul's appeal to 
congregational autonomy is an example 
to be avoided. It has been replaced 
by eldership autonomy. 


11. By modern "eldership" theory 
Jesus himself is open to criticism for 
advisinga person who has been unable 
to settle a difficulty with a brother to 
“take it to the assembly."’ In the 
Church of Christ if anybody attempted 
to do this, he would be immediately 
“churched."" The “rulers” have re- 
vised the instructions of Jesus to read 
“take it to the elders." 


12. Jesus declared that ''al} author- 


ity in heaven and on earth" had been 
given to him. He has given to his 
disciples duties, responsibilities, and 
blessings, but to no man has Jesus 
ever given any authority. ‘'All author- 
ity’’ still belongs to him. Elders who 
exercise authority over God's people 
are guilty of usurpation. On matters 
of faith every disciple must follow his 
Own conscience, and any "authority" 
who attemgts to decide and enforce a 
faith matter for a brother denigrates 
him. On matters which affect each 
member of a group, those who are 
affected must decide. This is not an 
exercise of authority, but an exercise 
of the right inherent in every autono- 
mous soul. Hence there is no place 
for elders to make decisions binding 
on other people. 


Part Il will examine how the hierarch- 
ial and authoritarian system of ruling 
has come about in theChurchof Christ 
and what the consequences are. It will 
point to what the true role of elders 
are by Biblical example and what 
would happen if there would bea wide- 
spread return to the New Testament 
in this critical area. 4 
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“Talks to Jews and Non-Jews", by W. Carl Ketcherside, 
139 Signal Hill Drive, St. Louis, MO 63121. 176 pages, 
Publisher: Standard Publishing, Cincin- 


paper, $4. 95. 
nati, Ohio. 


Talks 
lOjews 


This latest book by W. Carl Ketcherside contains the 
text of a series of talks made to Jewish audiences, plus 
the questions and answers which followed. Bro. Ketcher- 
side enjoys a rare rapport with the Jewish community, 
an example within itself, and was invited to “reason 
about righteousness" with them, not unlike the case of 


Paul and Felix in Acts 24:24,25. Questions from the 


i | 
ICUS 
audience reveals something of the modernJewish mind. omnes 
If you have wondered about the Jews of our day, i.e., what they think about the 
Messiah, about Jesus as the Messiah, or if they still entertain the ‘hope of Israel’, 
then you will be enlightened by this book. It is hard put down once you begin to 
read it. You may order it direct from Bro. Ketcherside at the above address. 


xx 
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a “Free churches are Spirit led churches...” 





free 
church 


More and more we hear people speak- 
ing of ''a free church", referring of 
course, toa congregation. What isa 
"free church" and how does one differ 
from the traditional? Let us makea 
few observations. Bu "free'’ we do 
not mean free from Jesus Christ, free 
from God, or free from any require- 
ment of the word. Sut even this is 
subject to dispute, for there is an area 
in which being within the bounds of the 
word is a matter of human judgment. 
There are two categories of faith in 
scripture. There is the faith in Jesus 
Christ which produces children (Gal. 
3:26,27), then there are private con- 
victions caJied "faith" in Romans 14: 
22-23. In this latter area a great 
latitude is allowed by God, for con- 
victions (faith) comes from study, 
reasoning and meditation, and if one 
has any freedom at ail, he must have 
the freedom to err, or make mistakes 
without jeopardizing his_ salvation. 
Free congregations are chiefly com- 
posed of those who have learned this 
and are assured by the grace of God 
that such mistakes are not such that 
will turn ones spiritual birth into a 
miscarriage. 





In spite of this grace leeway allowed 
by the Lord, men are inclined to 
ritualize and formalize their religion 
until it becomes a composition of 
petrified forms without power (2 Tim. 
3:5). As one writer put it, "We can 
become as straight as a gun barrel, 
but just as empty."' Such a legalistic 
bent makes for unhappy Christians 
who, as a matter of rote, perform as 
robots in any empty, boring, and dead 
formal worship service. Worship is 


FLL. Lemley 
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an individual function even when one 
participates in what we call corporate 
worship, that is, worship in conjunc- 
tion with others. What one does is 
not credited toanother, soconsequent- 
ly ones prayers, songs, testimony, or 
praise is no part of another's worship 
unless of course, one appropriates 
that of another by an ‘Amen" (1 Cor. 
14-16). God accepts individual offer- 
ings, not herd sacrifices. if the 
rotten sacrifice of one was charged 
against the whoie congregation there 
could never be any such thing as ac- 
ceptable worship unless everyone was 
perfect, which is a very remote pos- 
sibility. 
Therefore do not tet what is for 
you a good thing be spoken of as 
evil; for the kingdom of God is 
not eating and drinking, but right- 
eousness and peace and Joy in the 
Holy Spirit'' (Rom. 14:16-17). 


Freechurchesare spirit led churches, 
but for those who have come to believe 
thatthe Holy Spirit is a‘retiredauthor' 
whose only leading is through words 
already recorded wiJl find this prin- 
ciple difficult to accept. The only <le- 
scription of a congregation at worship 
is found in I Corinthians 14. The out- 
standing characteristic of this service 
as described is the spontaneity of it 
all. Where there is spontaneity there 
is life. Each had opportunity to con- 
tribute his part for the edification of 
the whole. So far as the text states 
there was no such thing as a format, 
order of service, preselected songs, 
a sermon followed by an invitation 
song or song of encouragement, or a 
time limit, yet they were expected to 


be decent and orderly. These are 
marks of a spirit led service, no one 
knows what is going to happen next, 
and because the procedure involves 
persons participating ona spontaneous 
basis, the service becomes alive, 
vibrant, and filled with lifeand excite- 
ment. 


The scriptures no where \limts us to 
five acts of worship. Man has done 
this through his human reasoning and 
deductions. Therefore free people are 
free to take some liberty with the 
man-made forms and rituals. They 
may sing verses of scripture from the 
Psalms and other books instead of the 
traditional "Heavenly Sunlight.'’ One 
may find them obeying 1 Timothy 2:3 
to lift up holy hands in prayer. One 
may find among the free more con- 
centration on actually worshipping 
God in song and praise, with more 
"Amens’ and ‘Hallelujahs!’ Handctap- 
ping according to the injunction of 
Psalms 47:1 is not uncommon as an 
expression of exhuberance. The usual 
procedures in serving the communion 
are sometimes changed too. We should 
not become so formal that such alter- 
ations disturb us for they are all 
practiced by God's people in the past. 
This is freedom in Christ, allowing 
each individual to express his own 
praise in his chosen way, within the 
bounds of decency and order and with- 
in the overall limits of God's word. 
There is absolutely no format, no 
ritual, and no formalities bound upon 
Christians by the word of God. In this 
area we are free to work out our own 
procedures. 


Ali things, including men, were cre- 
ated for God's pleasure (Rev. 4:11). 
Our honor and glory and praises given 
to God should be uninhibited by ritual 
and forms imposed by tradition and 
pressures from brethren. Let us be 
free! Free congregations are not 
swayed by pressures to conform either 
from brethren or sister congregations. 
".,.and where the Spirit of the Lord 
is, there is liberty (2 Cor. 3:17). If 
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it is the duty of each individual to read 
and interpret the scriptures for one- 
self, then there has to be room for 
variations. If we are to experience 
real freedom and the moving of the 
Spirit of God among us, then we must 
lay no stress on the fact that our bro- 
ther may diifer with us. All expres- 
sions of worship are not equally 
appealing to all brethren. Some lay 
emphasis on singing, others emphasize 
prayer, some the communion, each 
according to his culture, background 
and maturity. We can not demand 
that everyone be cast inthe same mold 
just herein this area. Unity is found 
in Christ, not in a uniform interpre- 
tation of the Bible verse by verse. 


We would suggest that if brethren 
wish to begin to experience freedom 
that is God-given and within the scope 
of revelation, that you begin at home. 
Make Christ the center of your wor- 
ship. Concentrate on the idea sug- 
gested by the short song, 


Case your eyes upon Jesus; Look 
‘full-in his wonderful face. And 
the things of earth will grow 
strangely dim, in the light of his 
glory and grace! 


Make God the object of your worship. 
Use the Psalms in song as we are 
commanded in Eph. 5:19, for example, 
Psalms 103:1, 


Bless the Lord O my soul, and 
let all that is within me bless his 
holy name! 


Praise God using the inspired scrip- 
tures and your worship will be inspir- 
ing. One will lose his inhibitions 
easier and quicker if he can worship 
in new surroundings. Home meetings 
can be of use in this area, but one 
need not completely abandon the tra- 
ditional. New life can be injected 
into the traditional by variations, 
spontaneity, and the entrance of the 
Holy Spiritasa guide. We challenge 
you to break outof the traditional ruts 
and experience new life as you have 
never experienced it before! 








It all began one afternoon when I 
received a call from B. B. Thomas, 
one of our church elders. B,.B. said 
that something terrible had happened 
to our preacher, G. K. Simmons, and 
said that I should immedatety get 
over to his home, seeing I was his 
closest friend and all. When I arrived 
fhe gathering with B. B., Helen, the 
preacher's wife, and Bill Rogers, a 
deacon, seemed almost sordid. 


“What's happened ?''I inquired, stunned 
by the pain-stricken and ghastly ex- 
pressions on their faces. 


"Shbhhh", B.B. hushed at me, as he 
lead us into the family room. "G. K. 
has come down with something which 
defies explanation and reason." I 
grew more puzzled. 


"This afternoon, Helen found him in 
his office ranting and raving, throwing 
things and regurgitating. When she 
got him quiet, she called for us,''B. B. 
said, pointing to himself and Bill. ''The 
first thing we had to do was to strap 
him in bed." 


"Strap him in bed?" I gulped. 


"That’s right. He began ranting and 
raving again, like a mad-man and..." 


"He was nearly delirious and yelling 
‘We are drifting’, 'We are drifting’, 
‘drifting’, Tant was right, we are 
drifting...” 


"Was that all? Did he say anything 
else?" 


The deacon answered: ''There was 
more, but it was unclear. It was 
something like, 'They are going to 


It 
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restructure the church, restructure. .' 
Does that make any sense to you?" 


"We are drifting? ?"' 


"Yes", B. B. chimed in, "I think he 
got it from this month's issue of THE 
MILITANT CONTENDER, which was 
on G.K.'s desk when we arrived." 


"T see. 
this?'' 


B. B. conferred with Helen and they 
figured that it had been nearly three 
hours. The deacon added that G. K. 
was getting worse and suggested that 
I go with him to the bedroom to see 
for myself. 


How long has G. K. been like 


When we arrived at the top of the 
stairs we could hear deep, heavy 
breathing, almost a gasping for air. A 
strange errie light filtered out of the 
bedroom. When we entered it was 
like stepping into a deep-freeze. We 
could actually see our breath in the 
air. G. K. was strapped in the bed, 
but when he saw ushe began struggling 
against the ropes, vomiting and curs- 


ing...''Liberals! Liberals!... 
"G.K.,"' I said as calmly as I could, 
"It's me, G. K., don't you recognize 
me?" 


G. K. looked intently at me, ''Liberal, 
heretic, apostate... you should be 
written up in OX ON THE TOOT, cas- 
tigated at the lectureships and tortured 
on the racks..." 


At that, G. K. began spitting up again 
and making the most horrendous 
sound I've ever heard, so we quickly 


retreated from the room. 


Back in the family room, we discover- 
ed from Helen, that G. K. had been 
receiving CONTENTIOUS ABOUT TEE 
FAITR for nearly three months and 
had been behaving exceptionally rude 
and boorish for several days. 


That's it!"' I said, the truth striking 
me with sudden force, "G. K. is 
POSSESSED! !"' 


“Possessed? ?"" my three companions 
in terror repeated in unison; half- 
believing, half-disbelieving. 


"Yes, he is possessed by..." and I 
hesitated. 


""Go ahead tell us! Possessed by 
whom? By what?" B.B. urged. 


"He is possessed by Riah Tice, Sr." 
"Not that!" his terrified wife screamed. 


"Yes indeed, I mean exactly that. I'm 
afraid we'll have to exorcise him." 


"Is there no other alternative?" Bill 
inquired, knowing in himself that 
there was no other way. 


"No, there's no other alternative, and 
the sooner we get started the better. 
We may have waited too long already." 


‘Rut how? How do we exorcise the 
dreaded spirit from our preacher ?" 


I really didn't know, but I knew we had 
to give it a try. Whereupon I suggest- 
ed that we each grab a copy of an ASV 
and an RSV. Ialso gathered up a pile 
of various brotherhood publications. 

We crept in silence to the room. When 
we walked through the door, the 
bed began to shake as if it were alive. 

with terrible thuds. Brother G. K. 

roared horridly as he struggled in the 
ropes that pinioned him to the bed. I 
laid copies of the Firm Foundation, 

Gospel Advocate, Mission, and Christ- 
ian Bible Teacher on the bed. The 
intensity of the demon's hate increased 
noticeably. I threw a copy of integrity 
on the bed and the vomiting started 

again. 


“It's working, the demon is aggrivat- 
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ed!‘' I shouted, ''Now we will begin the 
exorcism." 


I took my place at the side of the bed, 
looking straight down into G. K.’s 
face. "Now abideth faith, hope and 
love; but the greatest of these is love.” 


A scowl came over his face, "Now 
abideth direct command, approved 
example and necessary inference, but 
the greatest of these is the process of 
elimination...'' cried the voice that 
seemed to be coming from G. K. 


"The first and greatest commandment 
is to love the Lord thy God with all thy 
heart, soul, mind and strength; the 
second is like unto it, to love thy 
neighbor as thyself." 


The first and greatest commandment 
is to remember the Five Steps, the 
second is like unto it, to remember 
the Five Acts of worship."’ repeated 
the demon. 


"I will have mercy and not sacrifice.." 
I quoted from Matthew's Gospel. 


"I will not have mercy, but sacrifice. "' 


The bed now shook violently. The 
lights kept flickering off and on. We 
feltas if we were ina scene from the 
Exorcist~which one of us wauld as- 
sume the devil and crash out the 
window to our death? 


"A new commandment, I leave you," 
the preacher's wife said, getting into 
the spirit of the exorcism, ‘That you 
love one another as I have loved you." 


“A new commandment I leave you, to 
hunt out false teachers and write them 
up..." he said cacophonously, 


The elder now moved closer and took 
a deep breath. On his Knees he spoke 
softly, quoting what he knew to be one 
of G.K.'s favorite verses. It was a 
question. "And what does the Lord 
require of thee, but to do justly, and 
to love mercy and to walk humbly with 
thy God?" 


G.K. bolted straight up in bed, turning 
his head 360 degrees, eyeing every- 
body with those devilish green eyes. 


‘The answer is no. The Lord requires 
only that we ferret out the liberals 
and wipe them out."’ ; 


By this time I was sweating profusely. 
The elder looked at me. "It's far 
worse than we thought; isn't it?" 


"Yes, B.B., it seems that G.K. has 
been completely possessed by the 
Riah Tice spirit, but I know that G. K. 
is in there somewhere, if we could 
only reach him. Aggrivate him more, 
arouse his own born-again spirit that 
he can help in the exorcism!" 


The elder stepped closer to the grin- 
ning figure on the bed, now sitting up. 
"Vengence is mine, saiththe Lord. { 
will repay. The tares must grow a- 
mong the wheat until the harvest.” 


G. K. moaned. 
"We've got it! We've got it!'’ B.B. 
shouted. ''G.K.is fighting the demon. " 


"'The Finest Hour' for the brother- 
hood—remember the Gainsville Cor- 
fal;"* 


.The body groaned. 


"The end of the preacher-elder work- 
Shop at A.C. U.!" 


There was abrief flash of recognition, 
some shaking and another groan. 


''The demise of Campus Evangelism.”** 
Groan. 


''Preacher school to offer course on 
how to write-up a brother." 


"But B.B.,‘'' I whispered, "I haven't 
heardabout that! That hasn't happened 
YET. has atc" 

*MISSICN, March 1976, Vol. 9, No. &, 
*4MTSSTON, Oct. 1970, VYot. 4, Ne. 4, 








"No, but I'm trying to agguivate G ets 
spinit, ‘ aa: 


"“Oh,! I get it, let 


I moved closer to the bed,” glowing 
with courage and renewed hope for my 
friend: ''Let's have a church council 
at David Lipscomb, write a Statement 
of Faith and drive out any dissenter 
from that creed! That will save the 
brotherhood." aa 


The poor body of our preacher gasped, 
fel} back into the bed, breathing heavi- 
ly. The demon was retreating: 


“Quick,'’ B. B. shouted to me, “He is 
nearly exorcised, just a little bit mere 
and it will be over.’ 


"The headquarters for the Church of 
Christ is in Nashville and Lubbock!??’ 


iu 


me try." 


There was a Slight moan. 


"Policies for the Chureh@siog Christ 
are decided in Free-Hafdeman's 
Open Forum!" jon bic 


G. K. thereupon bolted up on the bed, 
"Who said that? I'll not have, such 
sectarian attitudes expresseq Mb. Py 
house!" zai ayee 


The elder turned and caitedis eta: 
We were both soaking wet. with:sweat. 
Helen was atG.K.'s side i1a moment, 
embracing him. ''The exorcism: is 
complete,"’ Helen said. 


"Yes,'’ I said immensely relieved, 
"But who will be next?" a 
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"The Price of Peace in Cainsvilile” 
"What Is (was) Campus Evongeitsm?" 


| ieee 
Marriage and Divorce | 


For those who may be interested in 
further stidy of the subject of mar- 
riageand divorce, thereisan excellent 
26 page booklet titled "Marriage and 


Divorce", written by F. L. Lemley. 
You may order it from: St. Louis 
Christian College Book Store, 1360 
Grandview Dr., Florissant, MO 63033. 


LETTERS... 


Some names withheld by 
discretion of the editor. 


ALABAMA 


Dear Bro. Kilpatrick: 

I benefited greatly from your insights 
into Church of Christ "doctrine". In- 
sofar as I'm able to understand the 
scriptures you've hit the nail on the 
head (in reference to justification by 
faith, rlk). We've inadvertently slip- 
ped into the "perverted" gospel of 
Gal. 1:17 and stand to repeat all the 
attending consequences. One of the 
inescapable results is that those after 
the flesh will persecute those after the 
Spirit. Surely the fury of ' work-right- 
eous' brethren toward those who would 
teach God's truth on justification by 
faith bears out Paul's timeless ad- 
monition in Gal. 4:29. Nevertheless 
lie did not cease in his efforts to 
Silence them nor should we. 

As much as our brotherhood loves 
debate, perhaps that shauld be tried. 
Although I believe that debate got us 
into this spot as brethren attempted 
to defend first one doctrine and then 
another. However, debate might get 
us part way out if the right person 
could do the debating. 

I would finda debateon 'justification' 
quite refreshing after all the drudgery 
of ‘how many cups", no Bible classes, 
instrumental music, etc. Surely justi- 
fication and ''grace’’ would be much 
nearer first century themes than any 
of these other topics. As Restoration 
leaders were making their arguments 
they understood God's truth, for the 
most part, about salvation by faith. 
However, unfortunately, their disciples 
did not understand or grasp this truth 
for long and so here we are today. 
The Church of Christ is "’the'’ church 
because of its doctrine, but its doc- 
trine is fundamentally wrong. Sowhere 
does that leave us? 


@ Hang in there, 
better times ahead. 


brother, there's 
—ed. 
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HUNTSVILLE, ALABAMA 


Dear Bro. Kilpatrick: 

I've been receiving the monthly pub- 
lication of the Ensign Fair for Quite 
some time now. I have no idea how I 
got on the mailing list or who paid for 
my subscription. However, I enjoy 
the publication very much and look 
forward to each issue. 

It is refreshing to seethat so many 
Christians in the Church of Christ 
have begun to search and think withan 
Open mind about the Scriptires. It 
takes much courage to take an unpop- 
ular stand but I believe there are many 
Christians in large numbers who are 
silent supporters. Keep up the good 
work. (sends 4 subscriptions) 


@ Good to hear from "home-folks". 
It's knowing those ‘silent supporters" 
are out there that keeps us going, ed. 


MISSOURI (inre. introductory issues) 


Dear Bro. Kilpatrick: 

You had better believe that I want 
to subscribe to your paper. Ohne emi- 
nent historian assigns as a reason for 
the rise and seeming prosperity of the 
apostate church the fact that believers 
were held in a constantly tightening 
intellectual bondage. They were co- 
erced into thinking the same thing 
and utterly forbidden to think and 
question, and under pain of excommu- 
nication or worse, death. 

Areader of your publication doesn't 
read very long without doing quite a 
bit of both the above. I fail to under- 
stand how often and completely our 
people resist thinking for themselves. 
I suspect that we have been brain- 
washed into thinking, as did thevictims 
of the apostate church, that all we 
have to do is obey. Now if we could 
figure out whom to believe we would 
be on our way. I am of the opinion jf 
the church hierarchy would leave us 
co’.amon people alone we would dope 
it out. —C.H. Ephland 


@ Amen to that! ~—ed, 


IDAHO 


Enclosed is a small check to help 
pay for the paper you have been send- 
ing me.I reaily appreciate its contents 
and tone. 

For quite a few years I have been 
convinced that progress inrestoration 
requires the very best in Bible trans- 
lation. I feel very strongly that the 
KJV is one of the poorer options and 
the RSV about the best. So I have 
mixed reactions to your July issue, 
which speaks of the RSV as "one of 
the most reliable translations" on page 
13 and then resorts (needlessly) to the 
KJV for Isaiah 40:18-25 on page 15. 
This is sort of a nitpicking criticism. 
All in all I find your paper very 
thought provoking and helpful. 


@ ...hard to break old habits. —ed. 


GEORGIA 


Dear Brother: 

Enclosed is a "belated" check. 
Thanks for sending me those copies 
of Ensign. I do appreciate it. I'm 
excited about the magazine—as a 
medium through which brethren can 
freely express themselves. Although 
I simply haven't had the time to really 
sit down and read a lot of the articles, 
1 have been impressed with what I've 
read thus far. 


MISSOURI 


My Beloved Brother in HIM, 

...For years there was a moratorium 
on thinking among us. It was the most 
dangerous exercise in which one could 
engage. Now, under the motivation of 
men tike yourself, the souls of men 
are being challenged to think and 
re-think and great things are happen- 
ing. You are one of those whose 
shoulders has been tapped by God for 
this generation and you have responded 
to the call in a marvelously effective 
way. I foresee only good to come 
from your efforts in the future... 

— Car] Ketcherside 
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MISSOURI 


Enclosing check---for subscription 
to Ensign Fair. Have found the sample 
issues received quite interesting, and 
most of the articles thought provoking. 


RHODE ISLAND 


I don't know who put my name on 
the mailing list of E. F., but I'm glad 
they did. Glad to see that article by 
Andre Bustanoby in your last issue 
(re: Marriage and Divorce). Please 
see to it that I get the next issue and 
Part II of that article. 


SOUTH BEND, INDIANA 


Dear Bro. Kilpatrick: 

Just a note to say '’'Thanks" for your 
splendid editorial comments connect- 
ed with our article which you ran in 
your paper. I sincerely appreciate 
and share your comments. May God 
bless you in your work and may we 
all stay positive and not let the nega- 
tive consumeus. —John N. Clayton 


TUPELO, MISSISSIPPI 


(in reference the "special Issue" on 
Restoration and Models of the Church, 
by Norman L. Parks) 


Dear Bro. Kilpatrick: 

Your enthusiasm for the incisive 
view of the foibles of elders and the 
evolution of the office into a_power 
that has brought us to this unhappy 
hour in the church is understandable. 
The article is well written and can 
serve as acatalyst to teach ambitious, 
vain men in the office of elder the 
error of their way while arousing 
docile brethren, that have elevated 
peace above truth, that the price has 
been too high. 

The article is incomplete in that it 
does not trace the ROOTS of Elders 
and point up the existence of the office 
and functions in Patriarchy, Gen. 50:7; 
the Law, Lev. 4:15; the Kingdom, II 
Kings 10:5; and in Judiasm during 
Christ's ministry, Matt. 27:20. In 


every family, tribe, city, nation and 
dispensation the Bible assigns elders 
a place of honor, service, and power. 
We have witnessed for too long the 
process, that finally elevated a Bishop 
to the papacy, among our brethren. 
Radical surgery may be the most ex- 
pedient thing for our present spirimal 
disease—eliminate unwise elders—bul 
let us not throw out the baby (office of 
bishop) with the dirty water of unfaith- 
fulness by those who should grow or 
resign. It is God's baby~as it were, 
and only our own perfection can elimi- 
nate the need forit. The 24 elders in 
Revelations 19:4 proves their preemi- 
nence in God's plans and we must 
learn to be one or accept them. The 
assertion that Christ "never delegated 
any (authority )to any man’'is in error, 
Matt. 16:19 and 18:18 (page 9, col. 1). 
The term "eldership" is found in the 
Living Webster Encyclopedia Diction- 
ary of the English Language, 1973-1974 
edition. —M. E. Gray 
EDITORIAL COMMENTS ON THE 
"ELDERSHIP" 


I don't believe that Bro. Parks is 
Saying that we shouldn't have elders, 
nor that they do not have preeminence. 
The illustration on page 4 of the 
special issue shows the position of 
elders within the model church. Their 
preeminence is something they gain 
for themselves by exemplary conduct 
and character, and not something 
divinely or automatically conferred 
upon them by mere appointment to the 
so-called ''office" of bishop. Just as 
with "respect", preeminence is some- 
thing earned by being superior in all 
the Christian attributes, and not 
something that ''goes with the office’. 


I will notattempt toimprove upon what 
Bro. Parks has already said, for that 
wOuld be difficult to do, but let me 
emphasize a few things and offer a 
few comments of my own. 


My own thinking is that no man is ever 
appointed an "elder" in the commonly 
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understood meaning of the word. As 
we sometimes say of conversion and 
baptism, if the sinner is not converted 
before baptism, then he is notconvert- 
ed afterwards. Likewise, if an elder 
is not a proven, recognized elder 
before his '‘appointment", then he is 
none afterwards. An elder's appoint- 
ment is his being "recognized’’ by the 
congregation as a leader, based upon 
his superior qualities in teaching, 
knowledge, wisdom (based on exper- 
ience), humility, compassion, and in 
all other Christian attributes. It is 
his "influence" that elicits a following 
of the flock rather than a following on 
command. In churches where men 
possess such qualities, it is not 
necessary to "look around" for some- 
one to appoint as an elder. He is 
already an elder! He is a leader and 
an elder, and the only kind that the 
Bibleknows anything about. Christians 
cannot be made to follow an ‘appointed’ 
leader. The only "'authority'' possess- 
ed by an elder is his INFLUENCE!! 
and the only 'power' possessed by an 
elder is the power of a good example, 
and it is all that God wants. The elder 
or "'eldership" which rules dictatorily 
merely usurps the title. 





Elders whose lives are "Christ-like’' 
establish the standard which others 
are to follow, even as it were Christ 
himself. But the '‘power'' lies in his 
"Christ-likeness' and not in elders 
as men. Jesus had this in mind when 
his disciples argued who would be 
greatest in the kingdom; but Jesus 
taught them that no one would rule 
over them by dictat, as was common 
in civil (Gentile) government. Obedi- 
ence that must be demanded is not 
obedience in the acceptable sense... 
for God looks on the heart. 


In any normal, established congrega- 
tion there wiil be leaders, those who 
are "out front". Even though the 
congregation may say ‘we do not have 
elders" they in reality DO have elders 
if their leaders exert some influence 
upon the congregaticn, even if they have 





not been officially ''sworn in". The 
customary manner of "officially" ap- 
pointing elders is aman-made, latter - 
day addition to the New Testament 
pattern. No one becomes an elder 
merely by being ''sworn-in'"’". Elders 
are DEVELOPED over a period of 
time through personal dedication to 
Christ, not by being "college trained" 
in all the arts and techniques that go 
with the job. 


This may be the right time and place 
to ask a few questions concerning our 
modern practice of ''appointing" el- 
ders, Let's consider the possibility 
that the New Testament "pattern" for 
appointing elders may not be the pat- 
tern for the church today, that what 
the Bible reveals pertains to a special 
time in the history of the church, a 
time when thechurch was inits embryo 
stageand before leaders could develop 
through normal means. Keep in mind 
that the apostles established churches 
and then moved to other fields without 
leaving a ''bible’’ behind them. There- 
fore, something was needed to sustain 
the infant church until leaders could 
be developed (not trained) through 
longevity and experience. It was es- 
sential that the apostles bestow the 
miraculous gifts of the Holy Spirit 
upon certain "potential" leaders 
through the "laying on of hands"' (pri- 
marily the gift of 'knowledge") in 
bringing the church through its infant 
stage. As Paul said, ''Take heed to 
yourselves and to all] the flock, in 
which the Holy Spirit has made you 
guardians, to feed the church of the 
Lord...'' (Acts 20:28). When congre- 
gations ''selected'' their leaders, the 
Holy Spirit ''made"’ them overseers, 
(or "guardians", RSV). Note that 
"guardianship" consisted of "'feeding'' 
the flock. 


However, in time, "supernatural" gifts 
ceased when brethren "grew" into 
leaders through natural means. Now, 
is it unreasonable to suggest that 
when miraculous gifts ceased that 
Holy Spirit "appointments" likewise 
ceased ? 
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The church today has the same need 
for leadership, but in congregations 
where brethren already lead by 
‘example’, why is it necessary to 
"appoint" them? They already lead! 
Is there some magic involved in 
ceremoniously declaring them elders? 
if the flock already follows their ex- 
ample, why do elders need dictatorial 
powers? Wlll the flock follow more 
Closely on ''command" than they will 
by "example"? The danger, as I see 
it, is not in officially naming someone 
an elder, but in his mistaken assump- 
tion that his appointment gives him 
special powers over the flock. He 
who thinks the flock will 'toe-the-mark' 
more readily by command than by 
example has little understanding of 
human psychology. 


Therefore, we can state it this way: 
In congregations where the leadership 
quality is an unknown factor, certain 
potentially qualified brethren MUST 
BE APPOINTED (but only by the Holy 
Spirit) to serve in that capacity. But 
where spiritual leadership is already 
demonstrated, the '‘making"' of elders 
by "appointment'' is unnecessary. 
Keep in mind that elders today must 
demonstrate leadership ability before 
becoming elders, and this constttutes 
them ‘“elders'' even without being 
Officially appointed. Therefore the 
modern practice lacks meaning and 
significance insofar as it serves the 
church. 


Today, in a congregation, as they say, 
"The cream will rise to the top": 
meaning that in time those brethren 
with special qualities will emerge and 
become recognized as leaders of the 
congregation, whether ceremonially 
appointed or not appointed. This is 
the only way to avoid the ‘'eldership" 
controversy. Any other method has 
pitfalls. 


The principle upon which the Christian 
system rests is the same principle 
that governs a local body of saints. 
The kingdom of heaven is a spiritual 


kingdom in which an inward law is 
given to reguiate the conduct of its 
subjects. The inner law is the “law 
of Christ’ stamped indelibly upon the 
"fleshly tables of the heart” {II Cor. 
3:3). Only an inner, spiritual law can 
rule the inner man. 


In contrast, the law of Moses was a 
legal code with its letter engraved on 
stone which within itself signifies 
an external application. Its design 
was to rule the outer, physical man in 
external affairs, and it had little effect 
on the heart. Therefore, any kind of 
earthly authority by its nature must be 
applied to the physical man. But in 
the church our concern is spiritual. 


In reference to church government, 
the example of an elder who walks in 
the footsteps of Jesus establishes an 
inner, spiritual law on the hearts of 
those with whom he associates. His 
walk of faith.is as it were Jesus him- 
self. His example is just as binding 
as if it were observed in Jesus. His 
power and authority is the power and 
authority of Him of whom he imitates. 
It is the "REFLECTED" authority; of 
Jesus who has been given ALL author -~ 
ity (Mat. 28:18). | 


Dictatorial authority by its very nature 
must lie with the one doing the dictat- 
ing. Since all authority belongs to 
Christ, then the authority possessed 
by elders can only be that which is 
reflected in the imitaive example of 
Christ. Dictatorial powers may reg-~ 
ulate the external man, never the in- 
ner man. Therefore, all earthly power 
must reside in "the power of a virtuous 
life." 


However, as long as elders pattern 
their livesafter the likeness of Christ, 
their example is a law within itself. 
His virtuous, imitative life serves as 
a perpetual condemnation and an in- 
timidation to all who walk contrary- 
wise. As long as elders live their 
lives after the likeness of Jesus, the 


flock must follow his example just as 
if Jesus watked among them in the 


flesh. 





BIBLICAL DOGMATICS 


Like theology, the word "'dogmatics" 
has fallen upon hard times through the 
years until it is almost synonymous 
with ‘"stubbornness."' And I confess 
that [ have used it in this sense in 
times past, and will probably do so 
in the future. It seems that most 
brethren think theword means "to hold 
rigidly to a lineof thought or doctrine 
in spite of evidence to the contrary."' 
But he who would do this is not being 
dogmatic. He is just being plain 
stubborn! There is a difference and 
brethren shouldn't confuse the two. 


A theological definition is given as: 
"The statement of Christian truth as 
it is known and confessed in the 
church." Unfortunately, when these 
statements of truth are written down 


‘they become a“’creed", a document to 
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be adhered to stubbornly. Still, it is 
not ''dogmatics’' that is at fault, but 
the use made of truths derived from 
this manner of study. 


Logmatic ‘statements of truth" cannot 
be formed without a sure base upon 
which we may form a conclusion (a 
statement of truth). A basic truth 
once established becomes the point 
of operation for the establishment of 
other basic truths. Truths are im- 
mutible; they do not change. As we 
pointed out in a past issue, dogmatics 
has its place in Bible study. It is the 
"systematic presentation of Christian 
doctrines” that enables us to forma 
conclusion, or to build truth upon 
truth. nice 





No public school] teacher would begin 
teaching higher mathematics until the 
students first learn the basics. And 
no Bible teacher should begin teaching 
the great doctrines of Christianity 
until the proper foundation is laid for 


the Christian System. Biblical dog- 
matics may be called the'’step-ladder 
approach; for example, 'justification" 
is understoog as it relates to God's 
divine attribute of "justice”’, justice 
is related to '‘atonement"', and atone- 
ment is tied directly to "redemption" 
which leads us directly to Christ. It 
is the task of biblical dogmatics t. 
properly arrange these topics in such 
fashion so that each one forms the 
base, or step, for the next step up 
the biblical ladder of knowledge. 


Andrew George Voigt says it this way: 


The arrangement of the material 
should be logical, flowing from 
the central idea of Christianity. 
That central idea is the communion 
of man with God through Christ. 
The history of this communion 
displays the logic of it. Its ground 
in God must be considered first. 
Its establishment in the creation 
of man comes next. Then follows 
the disturbances of it by sin. Its 
restoration in the redemption of 
Christ is the heart of the whole. 
Its consumation forms the con- 
clusion. (Between God and Man, 
page 11) 


This probably makes biblical dogmatics 
sound much easier than it really is, 
for it is not always known which doc- 
trine should be studied first, which 
second, third, etc. Generally, most 
theologians follow the same order in 
developing the Christian System. 


TRUTH "OBJECTIVE" 
AND TRUTH "SUBJECTIVE" 


It would assist those who study the 
doctrines of Christianity to think of 
this thing called "truth" as just that, 
a thing", 1.e., as it were something 
tangible, a grand object set high ona 
pedestal to be looked upon in wonder 
and holy astonishment, The persuer 
of truth should then see himself as one 
who stands below looking upward, and 
feeling the challenge to master its 
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meaning. But no one should confuse 
his INTERPRETATION or understand- 
ing of truth as the truth "object". 
When one equates his subjective under- 
standing of truth with truth itself, he 
must of necessity declare all contrary 
understanding in others as false. 


This brings us to where we are today 
in the Church of Christ. We have 
removed truth from its lofty pedestal 
to possess it solely for ourselves. 

We don't just have an understanding 

of truth, we have THE truth! And 

with it we have formulated an infalli- 

ble doctrinal system, even though we 

have no real theology upon which to 

base it. Our study of scripture fol- 
lows no systematic line, such as we 
discussed above, which establishes 
the base for a doctrinal ''system". 
Here is where lieth the difficulty; for, 
you see, instead of reaching doctrinal 
conclusions, stemming from acommon 
base, each teacher among us becomes 
his own interpreter and in the absence 
of that common base the result is 
doctrinal chaos! Teacher differs with 
teacher, preacher differs with teacher, 
and members differ with both of them, 
all in the same congregation. One 
believes it to be wrong to support 
orphans homes from thechurch treas- 
ury while another thinks it isall right. 
Some consider it sin tosing along with 
mechanical instruments while the con- 
science of others remains unaffected 

Congregations in one section of the 
country will differ with those of another 
section, and on and on. Why these 
differences? Because we have no 
common base. We have no theology 
nor do we employ biblical dogmatics 
in Bible study. 


But in reality, TRUTH is exactly where 
it has always been, above us all. We 
deceive ourselves in thinking we are 
its sole possessors. This concept 
more than any other is responsible 
for removing the Church of Christ 
from the mainstream of Christian 
thought and influence in todays worid. 
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EDITORIAL 


Just a note of warning to you who 
write, or thinking of writing, articles 
for the ENSIGN FAIR, INTEGRITY, or 
MISSION magazines. According to 
Connie Adams, editor of "Searching 
the Scriptures" ( an "anti" publication 
Oct. 77 issve) if your articles appear 
alongside articles written by Carl 
Ketcherside, Leroy Garrett, Edward 
Fudge, myself and others, then you're 
in "bad company."" According to Bro. 
Adams you become partakers of our 
"evil" deeds, and, too, that whatever 
we may advocate in matters of doc- 
trine or opinionbecomes automatically 
endorsed by you if your articles ap- 
pear in the same magazine. 


How's that for mature reasoning! ? 


(... sounds like some of his writers 
are jumping the partisan fence. Well, 
the title of his magazine is "Searching 
the Scriptures" and if he's really doing 
it, then there’s just a slim chance 
that he may run across those scriptures 
that teach brotherly love, freedom in 
Christ, autonomy of the individual 
mind to decide matters of faith, about 
fellowship, and even the ''good news" 
of God's grace. 


You who write articles for Search- 
ing the Scriptures will be happy to 
learn that Bro. Adams also believes 


in the autonomy of the individual mind. 


Therefore, feel free to write whatever 
you think is right. ..just be sure that 
it falls within the narrow confines of 
Bro. Adams' orthodoxy; otherwise, 
“our Name may be removed from his 
Handbook of Sound Preachers.'"' He 
will even grant you the freedom to 


“BAD COMPANY" 


"think" for yourselves... but be sure 
you don't express those thoughts in 
writing, or in the presence of others; 
that's the sure road to liberalism and 
brotherhood infamy. 


Let's pray that Bro. Adams continues 
"Searching"’ the scriptures and that 
he may even discover Philippians 
1:15-17 and learn its meaning: 


Some indeed preach Christ from 
envy and rivalry, but others 
from good will. The latter do it 
out of love, lmowing that I am put 
here for the defense of the gospel; 
the former proclaim Christ out 
of partisanship... (RSV). 


RIGHTEOUSNESS AND THE 
SCHEME OF REDEMPTION 


With no desire whatever of casting 
unfavorable reflections on Bro, J. T. 
Smith, I feel compelled to reply to his 
article, "Salvation by Grace Through 
Faith’, in the October issue of Search- 
ing the Scriptures. If I misrepresent 
him in any way, then I apologize in 
advance 


Bro. Smith will deny that his teachings 
are legalistic and that he teaches 
salvation by works, yet his explana- 
tions will lead to no other conclusion. 
Plainly, from his teachings, Bro. 
Smith has God's ''grace" operating 
through a system of "works", that the 
system itself constitutes God's grace. 


We agree that it is grace that gavethe 
world the scheme of redemption so 
(turn to page 17) 
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There were eldersin the assemblies 
of the Lord established by the Apostles 
but no "'eldership"’. The former were 
older and spiritually mature persons 
who were primarily teachers and also 
leaders by example. The latter is a 
collective authoritarian institution 
devoted to ruling and decisiommaking. 


It has been demonstrated in Part 1 of 
this study that Jesus in building his 
church did not create a power struct- 
ure, and specifically denied the use of 
power to any of his disciples, saying, 
‘Yt shall not be so among you."’ The 
modern eldership is a power- wielding 
body, arrogating to itself all decisions 
for the church, issuing excommunica- 
tion bulls ("withdrawal of fellowship"), 
exercising total control over church 
property, declaring official orthodoxy, 
and practicing exclusive mastery over 
the church's money. 


This institution is on almost every 
count in conflict with Biblical com- 
mand and example. The Apostles left 
it to the disciples to choose the suc- 
cessor to Judas, but the modern elder- 
ship is a self perpetuating body. The 
New Testament churches we _ know 
about chose in assembly (voting) the 
elders to be ordained to the work they 
were to do, but the modern eldership 
does the choosing. The Apostles asked 
the members to choose the seven 
trustees of the common fund at Jeru- 
salem, but the modern eldership 
hand-picks thedeacons for the church. 
The Apostles divested themselves of 
any control over the church money, but 
the modern eldership sees money 
control as one of their major functions. 


PART 2 


The Apostles put teaching so far above 
administration that they rejected 
administrative work to devote their 
time to teaching, but the modern elder- 
ship makes administration their 
central activity. The Apostle Paul in 
all of his tettersto the churches never 
once called upon the elders to settle 
disciplinary problems or put a doctrin- 
ally disoriented congregation back on 
the track. He saw such problems as 
the responsibility of the whole assem- 
bly. The modern eldership claims 
exclusive authority over doctrine and 
discipline, and the whole church never 
meets in assembly to act on anything. 
If a letter is sent to a church today, it 
is held to be completely the concern 
of the eldership, and the only com- 
munications likely to be passed on to 
the congregation are the thank-you 
notes. 


WEAK UNDERPINNING 


The theory of the modern eldership 
has extremely weak underpinning in 
the New Testament, resting in the 
main on two passages. The theory has 
fastened on the mistranslations of the 
King James version, which were dic- 
tated by royalist political theory, 
particularly I Tim. 5:13, which makes 
elders into "rulers". But the original 
Greek makes clear that eldersare not 
rulers, but are to be "out front" in 
teaching and manner of life. The 
other Biblical prop for the authoritar- 
ian institution has been Keb. 13:17: 
"Obey them that have the rule over 
you.'"’ This passage has been made to 
demand total authority and total sub- 
mission. But ali of the modern trans- 


lations properly render it, ''Obey your 
leaders." 


This sounds and is quite different, and 
provides by no means a foundation for 
the power -packed institution called 
the eldership. Who were these lead- 
ers to whom the author of Hebrews 
refers? Not necessarily elders at all. 
Indeed, the two lists of leaders whom 
God has appointed to his church and 
riven in 1 Cor. 12:27-30 and I Tim. 4: 
11 do not even include elders by name. 
Febrews identifies these leaders as 
follows: ‘Remember your leaders, who 
spoke the word of God to you. Consider 
the outcome of their way of life andimi- 
tate their faith." But perhaps nobody 
could balk at the suggestion that this 
is an ideal description of the role 
elders should play—teaching and being 
an example. The word "obey" with 
reference to the leaders does not 
refer to a submissive acceptance of 
administrative rulings and decisions 
handed down from above, but to obey- 
ing the word o: God as presented by 
his teachers and modelled in their 
lives. Elders are not over the body, 
but a part of the body, and owe as 
much submission to all of the mem- 
bers as the members owe submission 
to them. Paul made this mutual sub- 
missiveness Clear in writing, "Submit 
to one another out of reverence for 
Christ." 


RISE OF THE ELDERSHIP 


David Lipscomb, E. G. Sewell, and 
other pioneer Restorationists forsaw 
the rise of the eldership institution 
and constantly warned against it. 
Lipscomb pointed out that an elder is 
not an officer who holds an office with 
authority and powers like a sheriff or 
governor. He is not a decision-maker 
and he is notaruler. Instead of fill- 
ing an office and exercising certain 
powers, Lipscomb pointed out, he 
performs a work, the core of which 
is teaching. As a shepherd he feels 
the needs of each member and is a 


confidant and counselor. He leads by 
example and never by command. His 
role is to enable the congregation to 
make the decisions needed to make 
the body effective and to grow into 
maturity. By no means should the 
elders collectively supplant the church 
as the functioning body. 


How did it come about that the congre- 
gation lost its autonomy and passed 
under authoritarian rule? Certainly 
this was not thecasewith thechurches 
acentury andahaif ago. The answer to 
this question must be found in a num- 
ber of factors: the rise of the pastoral 
system, the growth of Calvinism and 
legalism in church theology, the in- 
fluence of the corporation and organi- 
zational thought, the swing of church 
leadership toward right-wing political 
and social thought, a growing distrust 
of fraternity and democracy, and a 
special hostility toward the Baptists 
(from whom we came) who practiced 
congregational voting in the decision- 
maiing process. 


It seems that the business world is 
more alert to the principle of congre- 
gational autonomy than is the elder- 
ship. When the elders of a Lebanon 
church sold some property willed to 
the congregation, a Presbyterian 
chancery judge voided the sale on the 
grounds that the congregation owned 
the property. The sale would be valid, 
only if the entire membership author- 
ized it and all of the members signed 
the deed. When a Murfreesboro 
eldership bought a commercial site, 
the mortgage company refused to lend 
money for the purchase until the entire 
membership authorized the purchase. 
The state of Florida does not automa- 
tically accept elders as trustees of 
church property. 


To the typical professional 'minister'; 
voting is a very dirty wore. '’Sects"’ 
vote, the true church avoids the 
practice of the sects. Moreover, this 
clergyman finds the eldership a sup- 


portive institution and so he has work- 
ed with might and main to build up the 
institution and make questioning the 
authority of the eldership tantamount 
to treason. Who has ever heard a 
preacher preach a sermon on the 
danger of power-seelaing elders, such 
as Paul warned against in addressing 
the Ephesian elders? 


The growth of legalism, which views 
the faith as a code of laws, has con- 
tributed to the growth of the eldership 
institution. Someone is needed to 
legislate, someone is needed to'twatch- 
dog'' over the church to see that the 
code is followed, someone is needed 
to guard against "dangerous" thinking, 
someone is needed toenforceuniform- 
ity-and that someone is the modern 
authoritarian eldership. The corpo- 
ration culture has been absorbed into 
religious thought, and the eldership is 
seen as comparable to the corporate 
board of directors. They meet in 
private, they make the decisions, they 
run the enterprise. The members are 
seen as little more than passive stock- 
holders who supply the capital but are 
incapable of knowing what is best for 
the enterprise. This line of thought 
fits in with the right-wing political 
thinking which has been moved over 
into religious thinking. It holds that 
the few must rule, the many must 
serve. It has bred a wholesale dis- 
trust of the capabilities and potential- 
ities of the ordinary pew occupant. 


The consequences of the eldership 
system arebad. First and foremost, 
it fails ''to prepare God's people for 
works of service, so that the body of 
Christ may be built up until we all 
reach unity in the faith and in the 
knowledge of the Son of Godand become 
tnature, attaining the full measure of 
perfection found in Christ" (Eph. 4:12). 
In denying the congregation the ex- 
perience of decision-making and the 
give-and-take of interpersonal rela- 
tions involved in discussion, it pro- 
motes immaturity. People who never 


have the responsibility of facing group 
problems and applying intellectual and 
Spiritual resources to their solution 
will remain spiritually children. 


The system makes religionimpersonal. 
In the field of alms, it separates the 
giver from the gift. His whole ex- 
perience is limited to dropping money 
in a plate. He does not follow it 
through to the concrete cases of char- 
ity, nor does he come faceto face with 
the crises in which his gift and his 
personal involvement will help and 
console. Any Christian who turns over 
most of his money to elders to spend 
is foolishly being robbed of the most 
enriching experiences of the Christian 
life. 


The authoritarian system of control 
discourages creative thinking and 
fresh insights, imposes dull uniform- 
ity insteadof unity in diversity, height- 


ens legalism and judgmentalism, and 
makes fear rather thanloveacontrol- 


ling force. When elders abandon their 
teaching role, they build clericalism 
until the point is reached where the 
only person ever to appear in a teach- 
ing role in the assembly is a profes- 
sional pulpiteer. The hierarchical 
system tends to promote intolerance 
aS opposed to openness and free 
interpersonal relations. It reduces 
the members from participants to 
attendants. It discourages study and 
dialogue and puts the stamp of approval 
On passivity. It promotes division. 


It is ironic that at the very time even 
high church'' denominations are 
moving toward greater membership 
participation and decision-making at 
the congregational level (Lutheran 
churches, for example, call their 
pastors by a two-thirds membership 
vote}, the Church of Christ is moving 
in the direction of the new authoritarian 
and totalitarian sects like Moon's and 
the Scientologists. 


As the eldership system moves stead- 
(turn to page 8) 
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Both Paul and Peter had a lot to say 
about freedom in Christ; "... where 
the Spirit of the Lord is, there is 
liberty" (2 Cor. 3:17). Some came to 
spy out the liberty Paul, et al, enjoyed 
in Christ (Gal. 2:4). "It was for free- 
dom that Christ set us free..." (Gal. 
5:1). Peter spoke of some who prom- 
ised freedom but were themselves 
slaves of corruption (2 Pet. 2:19). 
Paul spoke of the bondage of the law 
of Moses while Peter spoke of freedom 
from moral corruption. There are 
many facets of freedom. To apply the 
principle of freedom today so that we 
may truly be free, we must apply the 
principle to 20th Century situations. 
What is freedom today and what is 
required if we are to have a free 
fellowship in Christ? 


To be free in Christ today requires 
that we recognize that the BODY OF 
CHRIST is not a denomination, nor 
can it be, for the BODY includes the 
sectarian (1 Cor.1: 12) brethren who 
have denominational concepts. True, 
they shoild not be that way, they are 
defective, but they are addressed as 
"SAINTS" who had been sanctified 
(verse 2). Congregations and indivi- 
duals may be sectarian and denomina- 
tional in attitude, but the 'SBODY"' can 
never be denominational. To be free 
requires that we recognize and accept 
brethren who are sectarian, but we 
are not required to accept their sec- 
tarianism. The Restoration Movement 
had its beginning in an effort to unite 
the Christians in all denominations, 
but alas many have come to the point 
that they cannot see any child of God 





in any denomination but their own 
little band. Consequently, while 
promising freedom from sectarianism 
and denominationalism they bind their 
converts toasect that is twofold more 
a denomination than the one they are 
‘converted’ from. 


To be free in Christ requires that we 
be able to recognize as brethren and 
accept such who are as defective as 
the Jerusalem congregation. Many 
years after Pentecost the Jerusalem 
brethren were still offering animal 
sacrifices and keeping the law of 
Moses (Acts 21:17ff). Paul, instead 
of correcting them pitched in with 
them, shaved his head and prepared 
to offer sacrifices too. He came to 
Jerusalem for this specific purpose 
(Acts 24:17-18). Paul was a practicing 
Jew at the same time he was free in 
Christ. Until we come to the point 
that we today will accept as a brother 
in Christ one who is as far afield as 
Paul and the Jerusalem congregation, 
we cannot have freedom. We must 
accept the fact that many of our 
brethren arein the process of learning 
and have not arrived as yet, and they 
are brethren while in the process. 
This leads us into the next point. 


To have freedom in Christ reqiires 
that we accept as disciples, those who 
have a defective knowledge of baptism 
and the Holy Spirit (Acts 19:1-6). 
Fatherhood is determined at the point 
of conception, not at the point of 
bringing forth in birth. The new birth 
is a process not an act and a child is 
alive before it is brought forth. Bap- 


tism does not bestow life! Ifa child 
is not alive before baptism it is not 
alive afterward. Baptism brings one 
into a new dimension of life. John 
makes the unqualified statement, 
“fveryone who believes that Jesus is 
the Christ is a child of God..." (1 John 
5:1). One is a child of God from the 
point of conception. It is true that 
such is to be nurtured to maturity, but 
he doesn't have to become mature 
before we can quit treating himasa 
pagan and see him asa brother. We 
are all brethren while in the process 
of development! Apollos (Acts 18:24ff) 
taught accurately the things concern- 
ing Jesus while being ignorant of the 
true place of baptism. We assume the 
converts in Acts 19 were his converts 
and this means that Apollos was also 
deficient in knowledge concerning the 
Holy Spirit. Paul, Aquila and Priscilla 
accepted these as disciples in need of 
further instructions rather than pagans 
in need of conversion. This was 
Campbell's attitude and is why he 
found no difficulty in recognizing that 
there were Christians in all denomi- 
nations whom he was trying to unite. 
Our attitude makes a big difference in 
our relationships. 


The fallacy of Dr. Thomas in the mid- 
nineteenth century, that in order for 
one's baptism to be valid one must be 
correctly informed on one of its many 
designs, gave the church of Christ 
impetus on a detour into exclusive 
sectarianism. Thomas believed, and 
was opposed by Campbell, that unless 
one knew his baptism was specifically 
FOR the remission of sins, that his 
baptism was not valid. This legalism 
accelerated the process of binding us 
into a sect. Lipscomb opposed this 
idea and held that baptism in order to 
ovey God was valid, even though one 
was not fully informed on the subject 
of the design, of which there are at 
least nine. To become free we must 
reject the Thomas fallacy and be ready 
to receive those obedient souls who 
have committed their hearts and lives 





but who are not as fully informed as 
we. 


It would be well to inject here that 
there is more to valid baptism than 
just immersing the body in water. One 
may be immersed in body without 
the inner man being affected. Man 
is a triune being having body, soul and 
spirit (! Thess. 5:23). All three facets 
are involved in conversion. Man's 
spirit is begotten, that is, impregnated 
with God's spirit. This was direct 
connection with vital faith, that is, the 
point of belief at which one totally 
surrenders and yields to God. Man's 
soul is cleansed, washed in the blood. 
Repentence is vitally connected with 
this cleansing. One's intellect, emo- 
tions and will are affected. Our souls 
are purified in obedience (1 Pet. 1:22). 
We note here that one may have his 
body immersed without the inner man 
being involved and the converse is 
also true. In either case ones con- 
version is incomplete. Immersion 
involves the body and is a symbol of 
the death, burial, and resurrection 
and should be an expression of what 
has already happened in the heart. 
According to Paul's reasoning in 
Romans 2:25~29, there is an inner and 
outer circumcision. There likewise 
may be an inner and outer baptism on 
the same principle. God deals with us 
as he dealt with Abraham (Rom. 4:23). 
Abraham entered the domain of God's 
grace at the beginning of his obedience 
and his faith was reckoned for right- 
eousness. His performance was in- 
complete, but thanks to God's grace, 
Abraham did not have to wait until 
Isaac's ashes were cooland his smoke 
ascended and inhaled by God before he 
was reckoned obedient. Here is a 
clear-cut principle of God accepting 
ones intent of heart in lieu of perfect 
performance. This is grace! OUR 
OBEDIENCE IS NEVER COMPLETE! 
We are all in the process of obeying. 


But if we are free to accept the de- 
fective and fellowship with them in 


the fellowship, are we not held re- 
sponsible for partaking in their evil(?) 
deeds per 2 John 7:11?? NONSENSE! 
By what sort of perverted reasoning 
can Oneargue that if abrother believes 
in instrumental music in worship and 
I worship with him, I am guilty of his 
evil{?) deeds, but if he is guilty of 
fornication, lying, drunkenness, etc., 
Yam not guilty of his evil deeds? We 
need to re-study and re-examine our 
misconcepts and mis-applications of 
scripture and correct them. Such 
nonsense as we practice binds us into 
an exclusive sect among believers. 


Now to be really free in Christ means 
that we must accept as brethren the 
equivalent of animal sacrificing Jews 
and head shaving Apostles in a 20th 
Century context. To be really free 
means that we can accept as brothers 
those who do not fully understand 
baptism and the Holy Spirit, but re- 
cognize that all believers are in the 
process of learning and some are not 
as far along as we. if we have no 
trouble recognizing first century breth- 
ren and accepting them across the 
centuries we should have no problems 
with modern issues. What congregation 
of the New Testament would be recog- 
nized and accepted by us today if it 
could be transported across the cen- 
turies and set down among us at the 
corner of Tenth and Main? If this 


does not give you a problem than the 
20th Century issues of instrumental 
music, Heraldof Truth, Charismatics, 
the premillennial question, etc., will 
cease to be issues at all. This will 
make for freedom in Christ. Too, we 
caneliminate ourhassels and disputes 
over every minor variation we encount- 
er. In short, in order to have freedom 
we each must be allowed to make our 
own mistakes in our own way without 
being called on the carpet to account 
and prove. 


UNLESS AN ERROR IS OF SUCH 
NATURE THAT IT WILL TURN A 
BIRTH INTO A MISCARRIAGE, IT 
IS NOT WORTH ARGUING OVER. 







Let brethren have their misconcepts 
and differences. As Campbell once 
indicated, errors of this nature will 
die a natural death much quicker than 
one can beat them to death. 


A. free congregation in this context 
would be one whose members all have 
accepted Christ as Lord and have 
submitted their hearts to him with the 
intent to obey. Many obedient hearts 
are mistaken hearts that need only 
love and instruction. We are all per- 
haps mistaken in some area and if 
God's grace allows for our mistakes, 
then we are bound to make allowances 
for the mistakes of our brethren. 


JESUS VERSUS 
“THE ELDERSHIP” 


—from page 9 


ily in the direction of totalitarianism 
by the use of power over the church, 
it moves further away from the ex- 
ample and command of Jesus. Jesus 
totally rejected power...In the wilder- 
ness temptationhe rejected sacramen- 
tal power in refusing to turn stones 
into bread. In refusing to cast himself 
from the pinnacle of the Temple, he 
again turned his backon the utilization 
of power to manipulate people. In 


rejecting mastery of the political 
world as the means of establishing his 
kingdom, Jesus chose the power-less 
route to create a people of his own. 
The constitution which he gave for the 
kingdom of heaven in the sermon on 
the mount makes no provision for the 
employment of power. It is high time 
that we rediscover the powerless 
polity of Jesus. 





"IT IS TRAGIC INDEED THAT THE MOST DANGEROUS THING 
ONE CAN DO IN MANY PLACES IS TO THINK OUT LOUD." 
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A great many sincere people among 
us have lived with honest doubts for a 
long time. It has been difficult for 
them to understand how a movement 
launched by clear-thinking Presby- 
terians in the early nineteenth century 
could suddenly be caught up in the 
hands of the Almighty and transformed 
into the one body for which His Son 
shed His blood. Our rational powers 
do not die easily, and in sdite of a 
continual barrage of diatribe from the 
pulpit and in the party journals, a 
goodly number have gone along think- 
ing we may not have all the saved in 
one of our divergent corrals, and that 
we may even have some in them who 
will not make it inthe great round-up 
in the sky." | 


It pampers the prideof people to think 
that they are "favorites of God" and 
are the only ones who have discovered 
the truth. Given the right signboard 
in front of the meetinghouse and the 
imprimatur of the ''somewhats" in a 
partisan Jerusalem, most folks can 
freely indulge in the kindof satisfaction 
which wells up in prayers beginning 
with, 'Lord, I thank thee that I am 
not as other men are.'' We seldom 
stop to realize that such an attitude is 
more sectarian than that of many whom 
we blast as sectarians. 


Fortunately, most of us are better 
than our unwritten creeds. The heart 
treasures thoughts which the lips do 
not express. If every young preacher 
in the two dozen parties which desig- 
nate themselves ''Churches of Christ” 
could screw up enough courage to get 
up on a Sunday morning and divuige 


hisreal feelings avout fellowship there 
would be 2 "stirring in the mulberry 
trees'' such as has not been seensince 
Martin Luther stood up in the Diet at 
Worms and exclaimed, "Here I stand! 
I can do no other !"' 


The fact is that there is a silent revo- 
lution against the enforced conformity 
which demands abject obeisance to 
traditional and inherited positions 
which have no validity in the sacred 
scriptures and whichdo not make good 
sense. Men are tired of parroting 
cliches, repeating slogans, and em- 
ploying sermon outlines which are as 
empty and devoid of content today as 
when first hatched out in a mental 
incubator by someone called to ‘fill 
in the time.'' They are sick of a 
System which baptizes people into its 
ranks, only to find they are devoid of 
the Spirit, and filled with such works 
of the flesh as envy, hatred, strife, 
and the factional spirit. 


It is tragic indeed that the most 
dangerous thing one can do in many 
places is to think out loud. One who 
does so will be attacked in pulpit and 
in press. He will be branded a heretic 
and hounded wherever he goes. It 
takes one of strong character and deep 
devotion to God's cause to lift his 
voice above the sounding brass and 
Clanging cymbals and point out that 
love is the only dynamic which will 
validate every gift and sanctify every 
sacrifice. It requires no thought for 
a blind mule at a sorghum mill to 
make his weary round. Originality is 
not needed by one on a treadmill. He 
is not going anywhere and after a 


lifetime of such activity he can only 
get off where he got on. There are 
many who confuse wallowing in the old 
ruts with walking in the old paths! 


It is true that one does not always ex- 
press himself openly and deep down 
inside the vaultof the heart there may 
be treasured thoughts which are never 
brought to the surface in a Sunday 


school class. More and more as [| 
talk about the unity of theSpirit, some 
one will say, ‘''You are verbalizing 
what I have been thinking for a long 
time."’ Or, 'You have put my thoughts 
into words better than I could have 
done it myself."' There is hope so 
long aS men and women keep thinking 
in spite of the threats from _ the 
establishment! | 








“GOd Have Mercy On Us Sectarians” 


Buff Scott, Jr. 


My remarks on "Churches" and "Sects’' 
(October issue) have caused a few 
ripples in the clerical waters. One 
good brother, who writes with a 
southern accent, summed it up for ali? 
of the others who expressed disturb- 
ance as wellasaconcern. He question- 
ed the validity of my logic by saying, 
"If all churches were founded by man, 
as you stated, and churches can be 
equated with sects or religious parties, 
as you Claimed, and if sectarianism 
is a workof the flesh, as you deciared, 
thenGod have mercy on us Sectarians! 
Hardly any of us will be saved because 
the whole lot of us are members of 
some church." His wall came tumbling 
down when he added, "I'll stick to 
'church', as the scholarship behind 
all of the popular versions supports 
me, and you can have your ‘ecclesia’. 
And the Lord established only one 
church, Ephesians 4:4. 


I can share the emotions of most 
brothers who, because of their parti- 
san habitation, are unable to see any 
of God's children in any inclosure 
except their own, for J was once of the 
Same mind. Jt is very much like some 
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aged beast (my brothers of course are 
not beasts) that have been fenced in 
and shut up since he was born. Open 
the gate and let him view freedom and 
oyserve how things are in another 
habitat and hewill become so confused 
and uncoordinated and develop suchan 
uncomfortable feeling that he decides 
it is best after all to remain where 
things are quiet and where there are 
no challenges to excite him. After all, 
maintaining the status quo is the easy 
way out. One cannot break the chains 
of spiritual slavery without being 
haunted and taunted! Staying. with the 
party where the environment is warm, 
the pews padded, and the devil locked 
out is far safer than going out into the 
wild wilderness, where danger lurks 
in every partisan corner, to discover 
new treasures and recover God's 
scattered children. 


Every faction in the whole wide world 
makes the same claim my gocd brother 
makes. His "church" has the Lord as 
its founder, so all others must be 
wrong! Even assuming that Jesus 
instituted the 'Church of Christ', where 
does that leave us, inasmuch as every 





faction claims to be the church of 
Christ? So what do we do with Eph. 
4:4? Very simply, it is that Jesus set 
in motion—under the new economy —a 
new Israel or a new community of 
saints. Within this most current 
cOmmunity are many factions, each 
equating itself with the corporate 
ecclesia. The darkness turns to light 
when we recognize that no faction, 
party, or segment constitutes the 
whole of God's nation. Factionalism 
is wrong. Sectarianism is a horrid 
evil The party spirit is a work of 
the flesh. Any man who is associated 
with any "church" (sect or faction), 
and supports it, wears its name, and 
believes that only within his faction 
(church) salvation can be had, is guilty 
of the party spirit, regardless of how 
you toss the coin. 


As to scholarship, almost any reput- 
able scholar will admit privately that 
'‘ecclesia'' does not translate ‘church’, 
and that ‘church’ was substituted be- 
cause of its worldwide acceptance and 
traditional status. 


Yes, may God have mercy upon us 
sectarians! And he might choose to 
do just that. We cannot limit his grace 


and mercy. Should hechoose to modify 
his will and testament in any waywhen 
this present economy is ended, who are 
we to question him? He is the potter 
and we are only the clay. There are 
many non-partisans in partisan groups 
workeng to mend the gap by sowing 
seeds of peace and unity. There are 
many others who would acceptfreedom 
if they had somebody to open the gate 
and point them to a new resurrection. 
God's mercy, I am confident, will 
compensate for these. If we have a 
taskmaster who makes no allowances 
for our weaknesses and shows no 
mercy when we go astray, we are not 
living under an economy of grace but 
striving to survive under a legalistic 
system which enslaves rather than 
frees. i will not even give a second 
thought to passing judgment upon those 
who deliberately cling to the party 
spirit and knowingly turn their backs 
on those who work for peace, unity, 
and brotherhood. The words of the 
Prince of peace have already been 
spoken. In the meantime, may God 
have mercy upon us for we are surely 
in need of it. a 


1003 Pilot Avenue 
Cherokee, Iowa 51012 











R. L. Kilpatrick 


THE PROPAGATION 


r 


OF ADAM'S “KIND” 


How We Got Our Nature 


The Hebrew word "adam" is generic 
and identifies a speciesof created life 
which we translate ''man"’. It was not 
originally a proper name for the first 
man but in time it came to be. What 
is it that makesup thiscreature called 
man? What is he composed of? 


For the record, and to keep all things 
in perspective, let's repeat that the 
body of Adam was created out of the 
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dust of the earth {constituting Part 
One) and that God breathed into his 
nostrils the breath (spirit) of life 
(constituting Part Two), and that with 
the combination of these two, ''...man 
became a living soul.'’ Now, does 
‘‘soul'' constitute Part Three, or is 
soul the sum of Parts One and Two? 
Whether we call man a "dual'' being 
(body and spirit) or a "triune” being 
(body, spirit and soul) may be more a 


matter of semantics than anything else; 
for in reality he is both of the above. 
i prefer tosay that man is adual being 
(made up of body and spirit) and that 
he is triune (body, spirit, soul) when 
‘soul’ is thought of as a "third" eje- 
ment. Normally, however, we wouldn't 
think of soul as constituting a third 
"element’' in the same sense that we 
don't consider"'water''a third element 
when hydrogen and oxygen are com- 
bined. Both soul and water are the 
results of combining and they are not 
elements. 


Covenant of Life 


The agreement between God and Adam 
and Eve in the garden of Eden has 
been referred to as the "Covenant of 
Life", and that in reality it is the only 
covenant that God has made with the 
whole world. Other contracts, such 
as between God and Noah, Abraham, 
Israel, etc., were individual in nature 
and did not involve the whole world. 
But the question may be asked: How 
can God involve the whole world in an 
agreement made with just two peopie? 
It would seem that before a covenant 
could be made binding upon the whole 
world it would have to be made WITH 
the whole wortd. How can God justly 
hold all mankind responsibie, and how 
can the penalty of death be imposed 
On all mankind without giving them 
the option of keeping the agreement? 


These would be valid questions except 
for the fact that Adam and Eve WERE 
the whole world! The first pair con- 
stituted a quorum of one-hundred per- 
cent which is sufficient to make any 
agreement legal and binding. 


God miraculously created the first 
pair in a state of perfection, in the 
sense of being free of sin; but since 
then, God's law of "seed producing 
after its kind" is responsible for all 
life gracing the face of the earth, 
including the human race. Note that 
it was LAW that seed produce after 
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its kind. Therefore, as Adam WAS, 
so would be his offspring. Since the 
“nature of Adam became defiled 
before his first offspring, the law of 
seed producing after its kind required 
that the nature of Cain and Abel and 
ali subsequent humanity be like the 
nature of Adam. Note in Genesis 5:1-+ 
3 that ''when Adam had lived a hundred 
and thirty years, he became the father 
of a son IN HIS OWN LIKENESS, after 
HIS image, and named him Seth." Yet, 
Adam himself was created in the 
image of God. But sin entered the 
human race and defiled the godly 
image and no longer is man born in 
the image of Goad in the same way as 
was Adam. 


The same defiled nature of Adam is 
passed to his offspring, and will con- 
tinue till the end of time. It may be 
stated that the offspring of Adam are 
but carbon copies of the original, for 
all constitute the ONE BODY of Adam, 
and"...as in Adam all die..."'1l.e., 
as we all reside IN the one body of 
Adam, we—possessing “like" nature— 
have inherited the seed of mortality 
and his penalty of death is imposed on 
us all. Campbell said of the fall, 


He was tried, condemned to death, 
divestedof his patrimonial inher- 
itance; but respited from immed- 
late execution. A prisoner of 
death, but permitted to roam 
abroad and at large till the King 
authorize his seizure and de- 
struction. (Christian System, 
Chapter VII, para. 1, Standard 
Publishing Company) 


Adam stands at the head of the human 
race. He is our representative, our 
head. God's covenant with Adam the 
head is the covenant with the ''body" 
of mankind. God now deals with the 
human race as it were the one single 
body of Adam. Adam the head broke 
the covenant for the body, for the 
option of obedience lay with him alone 
and his choice to sin is the choice for 
mankind. We do not now have the 


option as did Adam of keeping the 
covenant for we are but "'members'' of 
his body. He, our head, made the 
choice for us whether welike it or not. 


Adam had the power within himseif to 
choose NOT to sin, but since he chose 
the alternate, the choice became lost 
for all time and for ail humanity. That 
choice is no longer set before us be- 
cause Adam's choice is a continuing 
choice. The "penalty clause" of the 
contract is now in effect. We may 
"prefer" not to sin, but we neither 
have the power nor the option of 
choosing it. Adam alone had the option 
and his choice is our choice; his pun- 
ishment is our punishment. 


Right about here some are probably 
asking, ''What difference does it make, 
and what possible bearing can this have 
on the subject of propagation? It 
makes quite a difference, as we shall 
see. These preliminary remarks are 
intended to face us with the question 
of WHAT is it that is descended from 
Adam and the HOW of that descent. 
Is "body" alone descended from Adam 
through natural birth, and does the 
"spirit'' come directly from God? Or, 
is both body and spirit passed on from 
Adam to all posterity by natural birth? 


TWO VIEWS OF DESCENT 


Justas there aretwoviews concerning 
the ''constitution" of man, there are 
also two views concerning his propa- 
gation. These two are called "'tradu- 
Cianism" and ''creationism."' C.C. 
Crawford explains the two. 


Traducianism is the view that both 
the interior and exterior man (in 
soul and body, or, as we prefer 
spirit and body) are passed on by 
natural generation. Obviously, 
every human being is_ begotten 
and born a psychosomatic unit. 
Creationism is the theory that 
each soul is immediately created 
by God and joined to the body, 
either at conception or at birthor 


at some time between these two 
events (Genesis, Vol. 1, page 453, 
College Press). 


Those who subscribe to the creationist 
theory use Ecclesiastes 7:12 where the 
Preacher said, 'Then shall the dust 
return to the earthas it was; and the 
spirit returns to God who gave it." 
However, it must be pointed out that 
this verse speaks of origin and destiny 
rather than propagation. We all agree 
that the spirit came from God and that 
it returns to God, but the question is 
WHEN did it come from God, to WHOM 
was it given, and by what MEANS do 
we receive it now? 


Here we must take a slight detour and 
cover apoint that is vital to the under- 
standing of this subject. 


The Nature of Adam 


According to Paul in Romans 8;5-8, 
Sin is a condition of the '’mind" that 
resides in flesh, and has nothing to 
do with "flesh" as such. Since the 
nature of Adam (his ''natural" way) 
became corrupt after the fall, then 
the law of seed producing after its 
laind transmitted the same fallen na- 
ture to all his descendants. Every 
being borninto this world is born with 
the fallen nature of Adam, for what- 
ever was characteristic of Adam is 
characteristic of his "land". This 
means, further, that if Adam's nature 
was sinful, then it is reasonable to 
conclude that the inherited nature in 
all mankind is just as sinful as our 
progenitor. Alexander Campbell said 
it this way: 


The stream of humanity, thus 
contaminated at the fountain, can 
not in this world ever rise of 
itself to its primitave purity and 
excellence. We all inherit a frail 
constitution physically, intellec- 
tually, but especially morally 
frail and imbecile. We have all 
inherited our father's constitution 
and fortune. (op cit) 


The principle here is the same as that 
stated by James, "’.. .fresh water can- 
not flow from brackish" (3:11). Adam 
contaminated the stream of humanity 
and his offspring are likewise polluted. 
Campbell continues, 


There is, therefore, a sin of our 
nature as well as personal trans- 
gression. Some inappositely call 
the sinof our nature our “original 
sin", as if the sin of Adam was 
the personal offense of all his 
children. True, indeed, it is; our 
nature was corrupted by the fall 
of Adam before it was transmitted 
to us.... A disease in the moral 
constitution of manis as clearly 
transmissible as any physical 
taint, if there be any truth in his- 
tory, biography or human obser— 
vation. (op cit) 


Now, if we're ready to concede that 
the sinful nature of Adam is transmitt- 
ed to all his offspring, then we're 
ready to resume our original line of 
thought. 


Quite a few prominent early church 
theologians subscribed to the theory 
of creationism", such as Aristotle, 
Ambrose, Jerome, Pelagius, et al. 
On the other side, and beginning about 
the time of the Reformation, the theory 
of ''traducianism" gained in popularity. 
and possibly because of the progress 
made in the various sciences, and 
especially in psychology and psychiatry. 
In his book, "Lectures in Systematic 
Theology'', Thiessen quotes Strong: 


Creationism cannot account for 
the fact that children resemble 
their parents in intellectual and 
Spiritual as well as in physical 
respects. The new physiology 
properly views soul, not as some- 
thing added from without, but as 
animating principle of the body 
from the beginning and as having 
determining influence upon the 
while development. 

(page 233, Eerdman's Press) 
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Likewise, creationism cannot account 
for the inherited fallen Adamic nature. 
In this connection Thiessen _ says, 
'",,.this theory does not account for 
the tendency of all men to sin. God 
must have either created each soul in 
a condition of sinfulness, or the very 
contact of the soul with the body must 
have corrupted it. In the first instance 
God is the direct author of sin; and in 
the second, the indirect. (ibid. ) 


We are not ready to conclude that God 
gave man the Sinful nature; yet, we 
are forced to this conclusion if crea- 
tionism be true, and based upon the 
following premises: 


@ Adam's sin contaminated his 
nature. 

@ Adam's sinful nature is trans- 
mitted to all posterity. 

@ "Sin" has residence in the "mind" 
of the flesh. 

@ The ''mind" of the flesh is the 
“nature'"' of the flesh which is of Adam. 

@ The mind/nature of Adam is the 
Spiritual nature cf man. 


Conclusion; If the spirit comes direct- 
ly from God, then God has given us a 
contaminated spirit. 


For these reasons, as well as others, 
we cannot accept the theory of crea- 
tionism. One of those other reasons 
is that creationism suggests that God 
is still "creating", when the Record 
says that God ceased his creating 
activities on the sixth day. Creation- 
ism requires that Godcreate"immed= 
iately”, but unless God is sll in the 
creating business we must accept the 
fact that the soul of man arrives in 
this world 'mediately", i.e., through 
mediators, our ancestors. 


Man is a species of life and the law of 
"seed producing afterits Kind'' applies 
to man aS well as other forms of life. 
The fact that man is a "species" im-~ 
plies, and even requires, that men be 
biologically propagated both body and 
spirit. C. C. Crawford says, 


Again let me say that man as to 
nature is a body=spirit unity, set 
apart as a species by his thought 
processes; should he cease to be 
such, he would no longer be man. 
A change of nature would be a 
substantial change, that is, a 
change from one kind of being to 
another kind (Genesis, Vol. I, p. 
444, College Press) 


If the body alone be transmitted in 
physical birth, then the species is not 
reproducing after its "kind", for its 
kind requires both body and spirit to 
complete the species. This seems to 
be implied in Gen. 46:26, "All the 
souls that came with Jacob into Egypt, 
that came out of his loins..."' The 
WHOLE person, totaling body and 
spirit and equaling "soul", came out 
of the loins of Jacob. Man is not gen- 
erated in parts. 


He who would have difficulty under- 
standing how that Adam's sin and 
penalty is a continuing transgression 
and penalty, let him vnderstand how 
that Levi could pay tithes to Melchi- 
zedek through Abraham when several 
centuries separated them (Heb. 7:9— 
10). There is a oneness in the body 
of Abraham just as in the body of Adam 
and just as in the body of Christ (and 
just as in the human, physical body). 
(cf Rom. 5:13; Col. 1:18; { Cor. £2:14- 
27). In all cases, the action of the 
head becomes the action of the body 
and the action of the body is in re- 
sponse to the head because the "head" 
is representing the body. Abraham 
was "head" and Levi was ‘body" and 
when Levi offered tithes it was in 
response to a precedent established 
by the head. The time difference be- 
tween head and body-member is im- 
material in so far as establishing the 
legality of the resulting action. There- 
fore, the death penalty imposed upon 
man (the body) is God's response to 
Adam's sin. It is legal and just be- 
cause it is imposed upon Adam's 
continuation. The myriads of repro- 


15 





ductions of the original and the time 
distance between head and member is 
likewise immaterial. 


How else canGod's attribute of justice 
be reconciled except to conclude that 
the punishment of death for the whole 
human race is nothing more than that 
God has declared the covenant of life 
null and void and that the penalty fee 
is now payable and due. 


In the overall scheme of things, and 
as respecting the relationship of the 
fleshly man with God, we are not to 
see ourselves standing "individually" 
before God, condemned because of 
Adam's sin. Rather, we stand con- 
demned as a"'race" because of the sin 
of our inherited nature. We are but 
members of Adam's condemned body 
and individually hidden in the mass of 
contaminated humanity. God's regard 
for us is as he regarded Adam after 
the fall. He now deals with humanity 
as a single entity, the body of Adam, 
because we are his offspring, begotten 
in his image... "all sin and fall short 
of the glory of God..." "...man in 
the flesh cannot pleaseGod. . ."' "there 
is none righteous, no not one..."’ For 
this reason God has stamped S-I-N 
across the face of creation (Gal. 3:22; 
Rom. 1:18). 


Commenting on Romans 5:12, R.C. 
Bell says, 


... taking this categorical state- 
ment "that all sinned’ in its 
context, plus relevant Scripture, 
it seems to me an inescapable 
conclusion that Adam, as federal 
head and representative of man- 
kind, which is an organic whole 
when he revolted against God's 
authority in Eden, passed the 
deadly virus of sin on to his pos- 
terity, and took it down with him 
in ruin. 'All sinned", therefore, 
representatively in Adam, and 
along with him lost the source of 
life’ (Lessons in Romans, page 
45, Firm Foundation). 


The two natures of man are simply the 
"soodness" and the “"evilness'' of his 


constitution—the "'good'' from God and 


the "evil'' from Satan. Of these, John 
said, ''He who does GOOD is of God; 
he who does EVIL has not seen God" 
(3 John 11). Since neither the good nor 
the evil in man are able to annihilate 
the other, they must remain locked in 
conflict until man puts off the corrup- 
tible and puts on the incorruptible. 
The carnal man is the "carnal minded 
man" and the spiritual man is the 
‘spiritual minded man." ''For to be 
carnal minded is death; but to be 
spiritually minded is life and peace. 
Because the carnal mind is enmity 
against God; for it is not subject to 
the law or God, neither indeed can be. 
So then they that are in the flesh can- 
not please God'' (Rom. 8:6-8). 





Are all these things important? What 
difference does it make, anyway? In 
ihe language of Paul, "Much, in every 
way!'' The inheritance of Adam‘s 
sinful nature is a foundation doctrine, 
a dogmatic upon which we stand in the 
search and understanding of greater 
truths. It is the most fundamental 
truth of all, and he who rejects this 
principle rejects understanding. The 
nature of Adam is sinful. It is inherit- 
ed by a]l mankind. It brings physical 
death, for the law of God is immutible. 
Why do innocent children die? And 
why do the saints of God who have been 
‘washed in the blood of the Lamb" 
continue to die the physical death? 
The answer lies in the Adamic nature 
born in all beings. Again we call upon 
R.C. Bell for appropriate comment: 


Paul knowing that it is hard for men to accept their state of entailed racial 
sin pauses to explain before going on with his main argument. He first 
explains that the universal cause of the universal death between Adam and 
Moses, Since there was during that time no law that imposed the death penalty, 
was Adam's sin. If Adam had never committed another sin after his first 
transgression, his posterity, on the organic principle that a diseased tree can 
bear only impaired fruit, would have shared his mortality with its attendant 
iils and subsequent death. What other solution of the deep, sad problem of 
suffering childhood and of imbeciles? What thoughtful, pious man can wish, 
until men, especially infants, cease dying, to do away with race sin? Its 
elimination could but make more and greater problems. This entailment 
applies to Adam's race with its corrupted nature, not to man's individual 
Sins. There is no intimation in the Bible that men die a second death, a 
Spiritual death, for Adam's sin. It is APPOINTED that men die only ONCE 
for his sin. It is not for Adam's sin, but for their own personal sins that men 
are lost eternally in hell. ‘Every man is the Adam of his own soul.' (op cit). 


The immutible law that brings death 
was broken in Eden and the physical 
death of each mortal being is payment 
in full for Adam‘s sin. No man will 
be lost because of Adam's sin. Every 
lost being will be lost because of his 
Own personal sins. Still, we cannot 
ignore the fact that "personal sins" 
are but fruits of Adam's inherited 
spirit. It is only when reaching that 
"accountable age'' that man becomes 
the ‘Adam of his own soul." He is the 
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Adam of his soul only in the sense that 
God's grace has set forth an alterna- 
tive in Jesus Christ (Rom. 3:25) and 
he now chooses Jesus as his "second 
Adam" (1 Cor. 15:45). He is our new 
"head" and "representative'' and we 
are his "new creation" (II Cor. 5:17), 
and that which is Divinely ''natural'' 
with the head is likewise the "divine 
nature" of the whole body (II Pet. 1:4; 
MI Cor. 2:16; 6:17). Praise the Lordl 
(to be continued) 





LETTER - not against elders 





ing the "'authority'' of elders. 


I appreciate your remarks relative to 
my "Models" article in commenting 
on the letter by M. E. Gray. As you 
so effectively pointed out, I have no 
desire to put an end to elders in the 
church any more than I have to ban 
younger disciples from the fold. I de 
wish to see the unBiblical institution 
called ''the eldership” (which is "our" 
substitute for 'presbytery') eradicated. 


Brother Gray argues that I am in 
error in saying that Jesus never con- 
ferred authority on elders or any 
other men, and cites Matt. 16:19 as 
proof. He, of course, is making the 
exact argument that the Catholics do 
for the PetrineSuccession. ‘Authority' 
is an attribute of lordship. It is de- 
fined as ''the power to determine or 
settle issues, the right to control, to 
command." Only Jesus is Lord, and 
he said'’a]l] authority''has been grant- 
ed to him. He categorically denied 
authority to his disciples when in 
pointing to the wielding of power in 
the gentile world he said, "It shall not 
be so among you." 


Authority does not reside in any man 
in the new order Jesus proclaimed. It 
rests in the Truth, which convicts the 


The following letter from Norman L. Parks is in reply to M. E. Gray's 
letter which appeared in the November issue of E. F. Although Bro. 
Gray was not opposed to the article, he had some reservations concern- | 






heart. Elders do not have the rightful 
power to command, to control, to rule. 
They do not have an 'office,' as David 
Lipscomb so frequently pointed out. 
Theirs is no more of an ‘office' than 
that of the teacher of the kindergarten 
class. Does an evangetist fill an 
‘office,’ with power to do this and 
that? Of course not. Elders, evan- 
gelists, pastors, and deaconesses all 
fill roles in the life of the Christian 
community, but there is no place in 
the community for the power wielder. 


It is true that one may find the term 
‘eldership' in such dictionaries as 
Websters which accept 'Americanese’, 
but in such authoritative 'pure' dic- 
tionaries as the great unabridged 
Random House Dictionary of the Eng- 
lish Language it just does not appear. 
It does not appear in the Bible. It 
misrepresents Biblical truth just as 
the word "'fellowship"’ does when used 
as a verb. We need to follow Camp- 
bell's claim that we should call Bible 
things by Bible names. When elders 
start leading by example rather than 
by decision-making, we will be draw- 
ing close to the goal. 


—Norman L. Parks 


Editorial - from page 2 


that sinners could be saved, but grace 
is not bestowed upon sinners BECAUSE 
they have obeyedasystem of teachings. 
That this correctly represents the 
teachings of Bro. Smith is evidenced 
in his explanation of '... for in it the 
righteousness of Godis revealed..." 
(Rom. 1:17), in saying, ''Thus the word 
‘righteousness' used in verse I7 is the 
Same as that used in Romans {0:12 


\T 


(should be 1-3, rJk), where the words 
‘righteousness of God’ means THAT 
WHICH IS TO BE OBEYED..." (caps 
mine, rlk). 


Note that Bro. Smith defines 'right- 
eousness' as THAT WHICH IS TO BE 
OBEYED and that the word has this 
meaning inRom.1:17, This woutd make 
1:17 read, ''...for in it (the gospel) 


that which is tobe obeyedis revealed’, 
which, according to Bro. Smith, is the 
scheme of redemption. Therefore, 
'righteousness' in Rom. 1:17 means 
the scheme of redemption. Now, com- 
pare this thought with Paul's inl Cer- 
inthians 5:2], "For our sake he made 
him to be sin who knew no sin, so that 
in him WE MIGHT BECOME THE 
RIGHTEOUSNESS OF GOD" (my caps) 
How can "that which is to be obeyed" 
(the scheme of redemption) be made 
harmonize with, "BECOME the 

rasness of God"'? No way, for the 
e would then have to read, "in 
der that we might become that which 
is to be obeyed." 


T tee 
to 


We "become" God's righteousness 
when we "become" part of the righteous 
body of Christ. Jesus alone merited 
the title of RIGHTEOUSNESS and when 
we enter His spiritual body (the church) 
we incorporate to ourselves the same 
status of righteousness. The head of 
the body being righteous coastitutes 
the whole body as righteous. It is a 
"declared" righteousness which means 
that we do not possess righteousness 
in and of ourselves, but that God has 
reckoned to the body the same legal 
standing as the head, the status of 
righteousness. Such standing before 
God is solely on the merit of what 
Christ has done for us and not because 
we may have conformed to a set of 
commandments. Paul said in Romans 
10:1-3, 


Brethren, my heart's desire and 
prayer to God for them is that 
they may be saved. I bear them 
witmess that they have a zeal for 
God, but it is not enlightened. For 
beingignorant ofthe righteousness 
that comes from God, and seeking 
to establish their own, they did 
notsubmit to God's righteousness 
(RSV). 


Bro. Smith selected a good text, but 
instead of proving his point, it proves 
the very opposite. His point is that 
to "submit" to God's righteousness 
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means to "obey the plan of salvation". 
Even though obedience is surely in- 
cluded in submitting, it is not the 
point that Paul is making. 


Paul is simply saying that, instead of 
relying upon the merits of God's 
righteousness, the Jews sought justi- 
fication based on their own personal 
righteousness, upon the principle that 
obedience to God's righteous laws 
instills those righteous virtues which 
are inherent in holy laws into them- 
selves and forms the "grounds" for 
their justification. Their belief was 
that their obedience to law transferred 
the law's character into themselves, 
which is a self, personal righteous- 
ness. Paul deals with the principle 
of justification, not the fact that they 
had not obeyed the scheme of redemp- 
tion. Submission to God's righteous- 
ness is impossible for one who is not 
convinced that his own personal right- 
eousness is insufficient. Note that the 
Galatians had first submitted them- 
selves to God's righteousness but 
afterwards reverted back to law (self 
righteousness), and fell from grace. 


But the Jews of Paul's day were ig- 
norant of the fact that '’...now the 
righteousness of God has been mani- 
fested apart from law, although the 
law and the prophets bear witmess to 
it, the righteousness of Goi through 
faith in Jesus Christ for all who 
believe....'' (Rom. 3:21, 22). When 
Bro. Smith teaches that God's right- 
eousness is in Rom. 1:17 means a set 
of commandments (a "plan'') to be 
Obeyed, and that salvation is based 
upon obedience to those commands, 
his thinking is exactly the same as 
the Jews of Paul's day. Even though 
he uses the expression "that which is 
to be obeyed", objectively it refers 
to a "set of commandments" and may 
be equated with "law''. Therefore. 
the principle is the same whether we 
say "law" or ''set of commandments”. 


Yes, there was a "kind" of righteous- 





ness that the Jewscould claim because 
of their obedience to law, just as there 


is a "kind" of righteousness that 
Christians can claim because of their 
Obedience to commandments; but, 
according to Paul, this is not the KIND 
of righteousness that justifies! 


...-not having a righteousness of 
my own based on law (or set of 
commandments, rik), but that 
which is through faith in Christ, 
the righteousness that depends on 
faith (Phil. 3:9). 


Here is plain scripture that refutes 
the notion that the kind of righteous- 
ness that saves is found in the merit 
of obedience to a plan or system. 


That we have correctly interpreted 
the views of Bro. Smith is seen further 
in his comments on Abraham's justi- 
fication. He says, "In Romans chap- 
ters four and five, Paul is stating that 
works without faith will not save—for 
no man keeps the law perfectly, and 
that is the only way a man could be 
saved by works."' Nowhere in chap- 
ters four and five is there the slightest 
hint that Paul is stating that '‘works 
without faith will not save."’ Note the 
subtileness in which Bro. Smith tries 
to slip in works through the side door! 
His statement makes it appear that 
Paul is really advocating ''works™ but 
that works cannot save without faith. 
This is exactly what Paul is not saying. 
Paul goesto great lengths to put down 
the notion that works play any part 
whatever in justification. Nowhere is 
he more emphatic than in chapter 4: 
4,5, where he said '.... to one who 
does not work but trusts him who 
justifies the ungodly, his faith is reck- 
oned as righteousness." This is not 
faith plus works, but faith plus justi- 
fication! 


When Paul said, ''to one who does not 
work", he is not putting down obedi- 
ence. He speaks of the lowly sinner 
who comes to God having nothing 
"going for him" except his faith. He 
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would be one opposite in character to 
that of Abraham who had great, im- 
pressive credentials. But Abraham 
could not offer his personal greatness 
in exchange for justification, ''For if 
Abraham was justified by works, he 
has something to boast about, BUT 
NOT BEFORE GOD. For what does 
the scripture say? ‘Abraham believed 
God, and it was reckoned to him as 
righteousness'' (Rom. 4:1-4). On the 
basis of his faith, Abraham was de- 
Clared rightemis, and on this same 
basis God will declare "righteous" all 
who come to him in faith (4:24, 25). 


That which made it difficult for the 
Jews to accept Paul’s teachings on 
justification was their approach to the 
subject from the human standpoint. 
They simply could not fathom a right- 
eousness apart from law; for what 
could be higher than law? If not in 
law, then where, pray tell, could 
righteousness be found? Those of ovr 
day who think legalistically have the 
same difficulty. Therefore, since 
righteousness is not to be found in 
law we must look outside of ourselves. 


In his Commentary on Romans, Anders 

Nygren said in his introduction: 
Man ought to note carefully what 
a mighty religious reversal is 
encompassed in the words, "right- 
eousness of God.'' In practically 
all that is spoken of as religion 
we are met by man's effort to 
establish his own righteousness 
that he may thereby establish 
himself before God and win his 
favor. Christianity brings every - 
thing like that to an end when it 
speaks of the righteousness of God, 
or righteousness from God (p. 14). 


Therefore, the righteousness of which 
Paul speaks in Rom. 10:3 is not some- 
thing that comes from the earth, but 
from God. Let us then rejoice that our 
lives are hidden under the umbrella of 
that grace and give thanks that we are 
not under law (Rom. 6:14). 
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EDITORIAL 


The response to the special issue 
dealing with the ''eldership" and our 
regular issues of the E. F. dealing 
with the same subject has been more 
than encouraging. In addition to our 
regular mailing, we have had to mail 
out several hundred copies of the 
special issue plus several extra bun- 
dles of the Nov. and Dec. issues of 
the E.F. 


Michael Hall recently moved to Denton 
Texas and tells about a "free church” 
in that city. Things are happening. 
In November the family and I, along 
with Jim and Clovis Lecbetter from 
Runtsville, visited with Edward Fudge 
and a "free'’ group meeting in Athens, 
Ala. We receive vibrations from all 
over. One man read the article on 
"Exorcism...." and wrote, ‘Praise 
the Lord and pass the ammunition!" 
Could it be that the "natives are get- 
ting restless ?"' 


We have received several other re- 
ports of ''free" groups, all of which 
indicates that brethren everywhere 
are becoming dissatisfied with our 
"Spiritless"religion. Praise the Lord! 
It couldn't have happened toa better 
people, and none too sooi:! 


That ''closeness"and warm fellowship 
which once existed in the Church of 
Christ, of which f can only vaguely 
remember, is mailing a come-back 
among those who are "free" in Christ. 
Among our "'delivered''brethrenI have 
noticed a “unity”, even in doctrine, 
which I never thought possible within 








the Church of Christ. It causes me to 
reflect on the possibility that one day 
we may all really become "one" jn 
Christ, just as He requested jin the 
Garden Prayer. We need to give more 
thought and study to the "why" of such 
closeness and unity. Could it be that 
free brethren have learned to talk to 
one another ? 


When Christians feel that they are in 
comfortable surroundings—that what 
they say will not be used as evidence 
against them—they will reveal their 
inner thoughts, their doubts, worries, 
anxieties, and this alone is balm for 
the soul. Even doctrinal differences, 
the ones that really matter, can and 
wili be worked out when brethren feel 
free to discuss such things in a spirit 
of love and understanding. Yes, we 
can surely become "one'' in essential 
matters, and in those things non-es-= 
sential, let us practice tolerance, 
remembering that with our brother, 
"It is before his own master that he 
stands or falls. And he will be upheld 
for the Master is able to make him 
stand" (Rom, 14:4). 


All this is not to say that legalism, 
sectarianism, and thespirit of intol- 
erance have been eradicated from the 
brotherhood. The party spirit" still 
reigns supreme in many places. 


Smoke Over Jasper, Ala. 


Lately the Ensign Fair has come under 
attack from several radical, party- 
spirit-led publicattons—which I take 
as a good sign—and we want to thank 
them for the free publicity. Even 


Pervie Nichols (editor of The Bible 
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Way, Jasper, Ala.) is back in harness, 
hurling anathemas right and left; ane 
then there is the editor of Words of 
Truth (also from Jasper) who also 
seems quite skilled in doing the same. 


With a feigned pen this editor has that 
rare talent of slanting words and 
meanings toward an erroneous con- 
clusion, and then laying waste to the 
conclusion. He knows better. It is 
unethica] and unChristian. Yet, his 
philosophy seems to be that any method 
of attack is moral if it serves a good 
cause. This same philosophy was 
held by the Catholic Church in the 
Dark Ages, who hunted down and 
murdered heretics. Such a sin was 
easily forgiveable and even under— 
standable, for, after all, it was fora 
good cause. This is the type which 
someone had in mind when he said 
(paraphrasing), ‘Virtue is more dan- 
gerous than vice, since virwWe is not 
bounded by conscience.” 


I think this means that the man who 
considers himself the very epitomy of 
truth feels justified in whatever action 
he takes, regardless of whether or 
not it conforms to ethical or moral 
standards, because he the standard! 
And since he is the standard himself 
he can do no wrong, so who needs 
conscience? The editor of "Words of 
Truth" seems to operate under this 
delusion, considering the way he deals 
with those with whom he disagrees. 
One example will suffice and then we 
will consider the subject closed. 


In the November issue of E. F., Bro. 
Lemley said in his article ("A Free 
Church"): 


The scriptures no where limit us 
to five acts of worship. Man has 
done this through human reason- 
ing and deductions. Therefore, 
free people are free to take some 
liberty with the man-made forms 
and rituals. 


Within its context it is clear that Bro. 
Lemley spoke of those "man-made 





furms and rituals" (orders and pro- 
cedures) arranged by men, and cer- 
tainly not of anything enjoined by 
Scripture— "...within the bounds of 
decency and order and within the over- 
all limits of God's word", as he says 
in the same paragraph. But how does 
our distinguished editor handle this? 


We are told that "free" people are 
not limited in their worship to 
five acts, "but are free to take 
some liberty with the man-made 
forms and rituals."' Singing, 
praying, preaching, eating the 
Lord's supper, and giving of our 
means are ''man-made forms and 
rituals"’", according to the article. 
(Words of Truth, 7 Nov. 1977) 


GREAT BALES OF HOLY TERROR!! 


After reading this I made haste to 
re-read the article by Bro. Lemley, 
and Icould find no place where hesaid 
that "Singing, praying, preaching, 
eating the Lord's supper, and giving 
of our means" were man-made forms 
and rituals!! Doesn't this editor 
realize that God is looking at him! ? 
"Words of Truth’? ? Nay, rather... 
well, we'll let the reader determine 
the degree of'’Truth"’ in his ''Words"’. 


Yes, sectarianism still reigns in many 
places and the above example is the 
assured results of its presence. I 
predict that the church in the future 
will look back upon these days and 
cite these as examples of what can 
happen when a brotherhood becomes 
possessed by the party spirit. 


“Birds of a Feather...” 


Pervie Nichols seems to be another 
editor cut from the same pattern. He 
has finally replied to our article on 
denominations, even though he has a 
legitimate excuse for the delay. He 
spent quite a while in the hospital. I 
had begun to misshis monthly charges 
of "heretic", "false teacher", "liberal'’’ 
and all that—even though I'm sure he 


~ still Loves me, as he said. But re- 


grettably he has nothing to offer that 
we haven't heard many-times before. 
I agreed to discuss the matter with 
him provided he was willing to come 
out from behind his party slogans and 
cliches and deal forthrightly with the 
subject; but Pervie had rather ‘debate’ 
as the following extract from his 
paper shows: 


The church of Christ is the family of God, or house 


of God. Eph, 2:19; 3:18; Hed. 3:6; 1 Tim. 3:15. Alb of 
God's children are in His family. The church of Chrise ts 
the fulness of God's family, it contains all of God's family. 
thinks that 


Brother ilpatrick denies this and 
deno:ninations are a part of God’s family. 


Where, pray tell, has Pervie ever 
read where ‘Bro. Kilpatrick denies" 
that the church of Christ is the family 
of God; that all God's children are in 
hls family; that the church of Christ 
is the fulness of God's family, con- 
taining al! of God's family? ? Thisis 
exactly what I affirm! —that's not very 
nice, Perv. This is ''debating’’, I have 
no time for this kind of spiritual(?) 
sparring. 


It is no problem at all to agree with 
everything that Pervle has to say 
about the New Testament church, by 
way of identity. The question rests 
upon his assumed premise that the 
20th Century Churchof Christ is THAT 
church to the exclusion of al] others. 
Bro. Nichols assumes the very pre- 
mise that has to be proven, that the 
Church of Christ today is 'identical'' 
to the N, T. church. Note the follow- 
ing extract from The Bible Way. 


Churches of Christ in the first century and now are 
identical in name, doctrine, worship, organization and 


service. Therefore, the church of Christ is not a 
denomination. 


I agree that the "Body of Christ'= 
those who are saved members of his 
kingdom—is not a denomination, and I 
have gone on record as saying so, but 
I deny most emphatically that the 20th 
Century Church of Christ is identical 
to the first century church which Bro. 
Nichols describes. It is not identical 
in either works, worship, doctrine, 


or practice—and I might add, neither 
in organization, as we have pointed 


. gut in the articles on "the eldership”. 


In my opinion it is grossly hypocritical 
to blast denominationalism when we 
are two-fold more denominational 
than those we blast! My contention is 
that we occupy the exact same position 
within the religious world as do all 
other denominations, and to point this 
out to Bro. Nichols I have asked him 
questions such as follows: 


@ If the 20th Century Church oi 
Christ is identical to the N,T. church, 
which one of its several] divisions 
constitutes the true church of Christ? 


@ Are we doctrinally perfect? 


@ How many doctrinal errors does 
it take for a true church of Christ to 
become a denomination? 


@® Do all of God's family worship 
behind doors labeled ''Church of 
Christ"? 


@ What is the status of alocal con- 
gregation in which its members differ 
with one another on doctrinal] matters, 
true’ church? or "denomination" ? 


These and many other questions were 
designed to remove ‘smoke screening’ 
obstacles (preacher jargon, cliches, 
stereotyping) which prevent brethren 
from seeing themselves in proper 
perspective. Anyone having convic= 
tions as powerful as Pervie’s seems 
to be shouldn't have any problem 
answering these questions candidly 
and honestly. But until] he is ready to 
climb down and discuss the validity of 
his premise, we're just wasting time. 


THE IMPERFECT CHURCH 


Yet, there is a sense in which each 
congregation of the Lord's people 
should think of themselves as being 
the full, complete, and only true 
church of Christ on earth, but .only 
within the church ''autonomy''concept. 
In this concept, for all essential pur- 
poses, no other body of Christians 


(turn to page 19) 














In The Midst Of The Congregation 


FL. Lemley 


In the wisdom of God, our ioving 
Father, he provided that his people 
should assemble in congregations and 
praise him. In fact, Psalms 22:3 tells 
us, "But thou art holy, O thou that 
inhabitest the praises of Israel.'’ It 
is in the congregation for one place, 
that we meet God, that He has de- 
signated that we praise him for the 
mutual benefit of ourselves and God. 
It is a mistake to think that God does 
not need us, for he does, God has a 
need for cur praise and worship for 
to this end we were created (Rev. 4:1)). 
He alone is worthy to receive honor 
and glory and power. We exist for 
God's pleasure and it is in congrega- 
tions we encourage one another and 
render worship to Gad, therefore we 
find many purposes served by New 
Testament Christians assembling to- 
gether. We should not deprive our- 
selves by emphasis on THE assembly, 
that is, magnifying one purpose to the 
neglect of others 





One outstanding characteristic of the 
assembly pictured in 1 Corinthians 14 
is that it was evidently a spontaneous 
procedure from beginning to end. 
There was no ritual, no liturgy, no 
order of service set forth. Such re- 
strictions would have stifled the whole 
worship Offering. This was a spirit 
led service described to us. The only 
restriction was that it was tobe order- 
ly and edifying to the body. Otherwise 
no one knew what might happen next. 
Set ritual tends to petrify rather than 
edify. To quote the well-known John 
R. W. Stott, "I think public worship 
should be dignified, but it is unforgiv- 
able to make it dull." 


Ini Corinthians 1l we have it suggested 
that women prayed and prophesied in 
some situation that required that they 
wear a veil. It had to be some public 
assembly for veils were not required 
for private functions. Phillip's daugh- 
ters' prophesied in some situations 
that was known to Luke (Acts 21:9). 
One who prophesies edifies the con- 
gregation (1 Cor. 14:4). We need to 
provide assemblies in which our 
women may pray and prophesy. God 
has in every age had His Deborahs, 
His Annas, and His Phillip’s daughters. 


In Acts 15 we find an assembly in 
which Paul related what God had done 
with him. Romans 1:12 indicates that 
personal experiences may be exchang- 
ed for the mutual encouragement of 
all, These personal experiences may 
be related in the congregations as 
well as person to person. Such might 
prove quite an encouragement to all 
and for sure, such should not be dis- 
couraged or prohibited. 


InActs 12:12 we find the whole church 
assembling for prayer concerning the 
imprisonment of Peter. This partic- 
ular section or part of the Jerusalem 
church met in the home of Mary. It 
would have been impossible for the 
whole Jerusalem congregation to meet 
in one private home for the Temple 
hardly held them all. They met and 
taught from house to house (Acts 5:42), 
as well as prayed. There is no good 
reason today that the whole congrega- 
tion may not meet in small home 
groups Simultaneously and pray, teach, 
Sing or serve other functions. The 
early church encouraged solo singing 


as we learn from Hebrews 2:12 and 1 
Corinthians 14:15,26. This can be a 
great tool for edification. 


Paul was often found participating in 
the Jewish Sabbath services in the 
various synagogues. He did this partly 
to have an audience for preaching the 
gospel, but he also was foun:! in the 
Jewish synagogues on the Sabbath be- 
cause in addition to being a Christian, 
he was also an animal sacrificing, 
law - keeping, vow taking, practicing 
Jew. This is deduced from Acts 21:26 
and Acts 24:17. He brought alms and 
Offerings to Jerusalem and he was 
found in the temple attending to the 
duty of offering his sacrifices. If we 
may take these examples of Paul as 
teaching us a principle, we should not 
be bound exclusively to our own times 
and placcs. There were also meetings 
of town people who were not Christian 
in which the gospel was. preached. 
While one may preach the gospel toa 
congregation of saved people, one is 
wasting his time and effort, for the 
gospel is directed to the unsaved. It 
is a mark of stupidity to be bound to 
formality so rigidly that we have to 
have a ‘song of encouragement’ (invi- 
tation song) when there is no one 
present to invite. 


The Corinthian church assembled for 
a love feast (1 Cor. 11:17ff). While the 
love feast was later abandoned because 
of abuses, it was the abuses Paul tried 
to correct and he was not objecting to 
the feast itseif- Others also practiced 
the love feast (Jude 12). A properly 
conducted love feast could have its 
place in the 20th century for such is 
perfectly scriptural. We should give 
some thought to diversifying our pro- 
cedures and purposes for our assem- 
blies. 


One congregational function practiced 
all over the nation is the Sunday after - 
noon singing. Few if any specials, 
rendered by soloist, duets, or quartets 
are encouraged in these because we 


have a lingering inhibition that ONLY 
congregational singing is acceptable 
with God, that is, until some College 
Chorus comes by and we allow them 
to perform freely, but not in THE 
assembly. Strange how we have de- 
prived ourselves. Paul specifically 
enjoined psalm singing upon us (Eph. 
5:19, Col. 3:16), yet we seldom sing a 
psalm. Why? Check your hymnal and 
you will find that in some a song of 
praise to Godis hard to find. Actual 
songs of praise and worship to God 
are not prominent in our repertoire. 
Psalm singing would remedy this 
weakness. Singing of verses of scrip- 
ture is simple, refreshing, and up- 
lifting but most of all, it is worship 
and praise of the highest order. 


There is no need to allow our public 
worship to degenerate into a petrified 
ritual. With ali the variations found 
in scripture and with changes and 
combinations possible, our worship 
should be an exciting experience. As 
we gather around the Lord's table, we 
come to praise Jesus Christ, not to 
bury him. It is a celebration, not a 
funeral. It is time we as God's chosen 
show some exuberance andenthusiasm 
in Our congregations. Be spontaneous 
and Praise God. It will give new life 
to our assemblies. 


103 Benham Street 
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Oh Gi A | Gentle deminder 


Say HV) 









It would help us considerably if 
you would check your expiration 
date and renew without the usual 
reminder. Thankyou. 








“Doclvine of hist” 


Dallas Burdette 
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There is a great deal of controversy 
over the phrase ‘doctrine of Christ.’ 
We shall seek to draw out of the 
Scriptures rather than read _ into the 
Scriptures our thoughts, ideas, likes, 
prejudices, etc. As an exegete we 
will have to transfer ourselves ment- 
ally into the first century A.D., and 
into Oriental conditions. We must 
place ourselves on the threshold of the 
author, and seek to enter into his very 
soul until we, as it were, live his life 
and think his thoughts. This means 
that we will have to guard carefully 
against the rather common mistake of 
transferring the author to the present 
day and making him speak the language 
of the twentieth century. We must 
never forget that a word is never fully 
understood until it is apprehended as 
a living word, i.e., as it originated 
in the soul of the author. 


tf we are to give an exegesis of 2 John 
9-ji rather than an eisegesis, we must 
go back to the first century A.D. How 
did the people of whom this letter was 
first written understand ‘doctrine of 
Christ'? 


Should weinterpret ‘doctrine ofChrist' 
as the 'teaching of Christ! (subjective 
genitive) or ‘teaching about Christ’ 
(objective genetive)? The context will 
have to decide! 


If you are wondering why I am writing 
on this particular point (doctrine of 
Christ), it is because many Christians 
within the churches of Christ use this 
verse to withdraw from every brother 
whodisagreeswiththeir interpretation 
of the Scriptures. ft one objects to 
Bible classes, individual communion 


An Exegesis of 2 John9 


cups, fermented grape juice, instru- 
mental music, Bible Colleges (being 
supported out of the church treasury), 
etc., he will use this Scripture: 
if there come any unto you, and 
bring not this doctrine, receive 
him not into your house, neither 
bid him God speed (2 John 10). 
Under no circumstances will I apply 
to those who believe that Jesus is the 
Christ those Scriptures written to 
condemn those who do notconfess this 
fact. 


If we were to interpret this ‘doctrine 
of Christ’ as a subjective genitive 
rather than an objective genitive, we 
would have some exegetical problems. 
For example, none of us abides per- 
fectly in all the things which Jesus 
taught. Yet John said, "Whosoever 
transgresseth, and abideth notin the 
doctrine of Christ, hath not God" (2 
John 9, KJV). None of us is without 
sin! John said, ''To claim that we 
have no Sin is an act of self-deception, 
and a proof that we have no ideaof the 
truth" (1 John 1:8, The New Testament, 
William Barclay). There are no mit- 
igating circumstances. The person 
that does not abide in this doctrine 
does not have God. Remember that 
John rebuked the person who said that 
"we have no sin’’. Let us not be guilty 
of the sin of "perfectionism." 


We have the subjective genitive when 
the noun in the genitive produces the 
action. Thus in 2 Cor. 5:14, "For the 
love of Christ holds us together'(e gar 
agape tou christou sunechei emas) it 
is clearly the subjective genitive and 
Paul means the love that Christ has 


for us, not our love for Christ. Here 
again it isnot the case that determines 
this point, but the context. The noun 
Christ is in the genitive case. The 
context shows that the phrase refers 
to the love which Christ has for us; 
that is, Jesus is the one doing the 
loving. The noun in the genitive pro- 
duced the action. 


We have the objective genitive when 
the noun in the genitive receives the 
action. For example, ''But the blas- 
phemy of the Spirit shall not be for- 
given" (Mt. 12:21, KJV). The noun 
"Spirit’’ is in the genitive case. The 
Spirit did not produce the action 
(blasphemy) but received the action. 


Rudolph Bultmann, who was Professor 
of New Testament and Early Christian 
History at the University of Marburg, 
wrote (note Bultmann's appeal to the 
context): 
Tou Christou (of Christ) may be 
taken as a subjective genitive; it 
is more probable, however, that 
"of Christ’' is an objective geni- 
tive, since the author hangs 
every thing on his Christology, i.e. , 
on the doctrine about Christ, as 
v.7 shows (Hermeneia— a Critical 
and Historical Commentary on 
the Bible, Philadelphia, Fortress 
Press, p. 113). 
1 believe it would help us to see a 
parallel passage to 2 Jn. 9. Let us 
now parallel 2 Jn. 9 with 1 Jn. 2:22-23: 
(see below). 





From the parallel below we can sense 
that 2 Jn. 9 is a restatement of I Jn, 2: 
22-23. The denial that Jesus is the 
Christ is thus nothing more or less 


1 Jobn 2:22-23 


Who 15 a liar 

but he that denieth 

that Jesus is the Christ? 

He is antichrist, that denieth the Father 
and the Son. Whoscever denieth the Son, 
the same hath not the Father: 

he that 

acknowledgeth the Son 

hath the Father aiso. 


than a denial of God. 


If we are to interpret this ‘doctrine 
of Christ'’ correctly, we must look to 
the context and toits background. It 
is apparent that John wrote to combat 
the errors of the Gnostics. The Gnos- 
tics were denying the incarnation. 
They insisted that Christ never had a 
flesh-and-blood, physical, human body. 
We must remember the Gnostic point 
of view, that spirit alone is good and 
matter is utterly evil, Given that 
point of view, any real incarnation is 
impossible. 


John's concern with Gnosticism is 
especially seen in the following verses: 
"For many deceivers are entered into 
the world, who confess not that Jesus 
Christ is come in the flesh. This is a 
deceiver and an antichrist" (2 Jn. 7, 
KJV). 

“Beloved, believe not every spirit, but 
try the spirits whether they are of 
God: because many false prophets are 
gone out into the world. Kereby know 
ye the Spirit of God: Every spirit that 
confesseth not that Jesus Christ is 
come in the flesh is not of God: and 
this is that spirit of antichrist, where- 
of ye have heard that it should come 
and even now already is it in the 
world" (1 Jn. 4:1-3, KJV). 


The understanding of the verse sug- 
gested here has the advantage of 
avoiding the problems of absolute 
knowledge and perfection in our lives, 
and it satisfies the grammar andseems 
much better suited to the context. 


The “doctrine of Christ’’ is the teach- 
ing about Christ (objective genitive). 


2 John 3 


Whosoever transgresseth, 
and abideth not in 
the doctrine of Christ 


bath not God. _ 

He that 

abideth fn the doctrine of Christ, 
he hath both the Father and the son. 











DISCREDITING LEARNERS 


W. Carl Ketcherside 


ee 


Have you ever noticed that the 
religious establishment" never gives 
credit to one who leaves its narrow 
and restricted confines for honestly 
thinking himself out of its barbed-wire 
enclosure? Regardless of what faction 
it may be, if a preacher gets fed up 
and can no longer "tiptoe through the 
partisan tulips he is blacklisted and 
the partisan guns are trained on him. 
Whether in politics or religion (and 
sometimes they are the same} it is 
never conceded that one simply learn- 
ed to much and could no _ longer 
stomach the kind of legalistic maneu- 


vering to which hehad been subjected. 


Of course, if one leaves the Baptist 
fold and joins up with us, he is always 
a profound scholar, a devoted student 
of the Word and a brilliant thinker. 
We never picked up a mediocre Bap- 
tist in our history. Anyone who leaves 
where he is and comes to where we 
are is always fleeing from Babylon 
and finding refuge in"'the land of corn 
and wine" (unfermented). But once he 
pitches his tent within one of our party 
confines he must stay there or be 
attacked by the very ones who wel- 
comed him. The hands which were 
extended in warmth will pick up cold 
stones to hurl with hate and venom. 


Any person who switches parties 
among us does so from an ulterior 
motive. He has grown soft and un- 
sound as he grew older. He is looking 
for more money and is willing to sell 
his soul for earthly gain. He has 
been brainwashed by the clever writ- 
ing of someone who is neo-Calvinistic 
or has some other theological ‘bee in 


his bonnet."’ He has never really been 
sound but has been uttering strange 
things about grace for several years 
and has aroused suspicion in the 
minds of the faithful brethren for a 
long time. 


No one ever studies his way out from 
among us. If we have the truth, how 
can anyone learn anything new without 
forsaking the truth? To leave the 
party is to desert the truth! The 
peculiar thing is that we have two 
dozen different parties in the restora- 
tion movement and each one of these 
has the truth, the whole truth and 
nothing but the truth. We have that 
many ‘ways that are right and cannot 
be wrong.'' It is funny when you sit 
down and think it through, that every- 
one of our parties thinks all of the 
others are off the beam, and they are 
all correct! They can all agree that 
all except themselves are haywire 
and this is the one place they are not 
mistaken! 


If one who has been a prominent figure 
in a group which opposes a certain 
method of financing a television series, 
decides it is not worthy of all the 
hullaballo it has engendered, and that 
from now on he will preach Christ and 
him crucified, and not continue to 
write or say inflammatory thoughts 
about the issue, he will literally be 
driven out. No one ever grows in 
grace and knowledge of the truth in 
our day. Instead, he “joins the liberals 
Or becomes an apostate by suggesting 
that the hassle over individual cups 
may not be as important as it has 
been made to appear. 


There are hungry preachers who 
wold gladly eat with their brethren 
in the meetinghouse if they knew they 
would not be attacked for ''denying the 
faith’ and crucifying the Son of God 
afresh. But if they sat down and had 
a peanut butter sandwich and a cup of 
Folger's coffee with the saints who 
have no qualm about having a coffee 
urn in “the church building" word 
would go out over the factional grape- 
vine that they had gone modern, sold 
out to Satan and were in "'the gail of 
bitterness."' 


Allof this presents some problems to 
those who want to know how one can 
still love those with whom he has 
always been associated and work with 
those with whom he has not. it is no 
problem tome. I simply outgrew ail 


SEGREGATED 





I also outgrew those 
of anyone else. I do not belong to any 
of them. I belong only to Jesus. I 
thought myself out of schools of thought. 
I now have but one Lord and He is in 
heaven seated at the right hand of God. 
I am free to listen to anyone, free to 
speak to anyone, free to go any place 
and free to stay at home if I prefer. 


of our parties. 


Any person who tries to play ball in 
our partisan situation will be tike a 
sparrow caught in a badminton game. 
Ee will be batted back and forth all 
over the lot! How fortunate it is to 
be freeof the whole sordid experience 
of trying toplease men instead of God! 
a 

139 Signal Hill Drive 

St. Louis, MO 63121 


SYNAGOGUES: 
-a Fruit of Legalism 


| “My brethren, hold not the faith of our Lord Jesus Christ 
the Lord of Glory, with respect of persons" (James 2:1). 


KEITH SMOTHERS 
Pine Apple, AL 


In thirteen verses James denounces 
church segregation based upon mater- 
ial wealth. Here were men, he reasons, 
who had been freed from the law of 
condemnation wherein he who "'stum~ 
bled in one point is become guilty of 
all."' Why, then, after being released 
from Moses’ Law and placed under a 
"Law of liberty,'' did they by their 
actions become judges of other men 
as though they were still under a law 
system of work-righteousness ? 


Free men know that their justification 
from sin is on the basis of faith. They 
have been freed from the terrible 
condemnation of Jaw guilt (Jas. 2:10). 


10 





Qight they not rather fulfill the Kingly 
Law by "loving thy neighbor as thy- 
self,'' and hold not the faith with 
respect of persons? With the erasure 
of work-righteous justification, it 
becomes immediately apparent that 
all brethren stand equal before God 
under the law of liberty. Why not act 
accordingly? This is James' argument. 


Paul addressed himself to the’ same 
question of behavior between brethren 
now that they have been liberated of 
freed from law-rignteousness. Moses’ 
Law had been a "tutor to bring (them) 
unto Christ" (Gal. 3:24). But now they 


(turn to bottom of page 11) 





AN OFTEN NEGLECTED ASPECT OF GRACE ----—-------~-----------—- = 


The EXceptlon-Making bod 


Michael Hall 


Denton. Texas 


Does God make "exceptions" to his 
rules? Does circumstantial exigencies 
ever allow Him to be flexible with 
regard to one of His laws in order to 
accomplish a higher purpose? This 
question concerns not only such sub- 
jects as ethics, the law, but also God, 
His nature and character. 


But first we must settle the problem 
of terminology and semantics. While 
the word ''exception'' won't pose any 
problem, some people draw some 
untenable conclusions because of the 
emotional overtones which "exception" 
carries for them. For instance, some 
seem to think that if we were to 
establish the fact that God does make 
allowances and exceptions to His 
rules, that immediately those selfsame 


rules would be invalidated, negated or 


made obsolete. Essentially, they re- 
fuse to even accept the validity that 
there really are “exceptions, '' and 
where an exception might be proved, it 


Segregated Synagogues 


were free and how were they to use 
this new freedom from law-righteous~ 
ness? ''Use not your freedom for an 
occasion to the flesh, but through love 
be servants one to another" (Gal. 5:13). 
And Paul, like James, then quotes the 
Kingly Law of Lev. 19:18 with the ap- 
peal to "love thy neighbor as thyself"! 
(Gal. 5:14). Paul and James agree that 
we are to be impartial servants one 
to another under a law of liberty. 


If James found itnecessary to condemn 
church segregation on the basis of 


would only demonstrate the lack of a 
rule in the first place to them. Others 
reason that if there is an exception to 
a rule, then somehow that exception 
automatically becomes a rule. Both 
lines of thinking are wrong. 


To illustrate, one family had a rule 
for their children to go to bed at 9 
o'clock. Yet at Christmas (a special 
occasion) and at other times as emerg- 
encies, special, unplanned occasions, 
they were allowed to stay up—some- 
times till midnight. But those were 
the exceptions. Midnight did not be- 
come the newrule. Nor did the special 
concession nullify the9 o'clock ruling. 
An exception is an EXCEPTION to the 
rule. That's why even if we were to 
grant that God might save someone 
out in the desert who desired baptism 
nor would it make the desert-exception 
experience a new rule on how to find 
forgiveness. It is the ‘anti'’ mind-set 
that refuses to acknowledge the except- 


=- continued from page 10 


personal wealth, Paul had to condemn 
Peter for segregation on the basis of 
race in Gal. 2:11-13. In both instances 
actions were casting the slur of un- 
cleanness on brethren whom God had 
cleansed in Christ. Through their 
segregation they were infact becoming 
legalistic judges as to whether or not 
certain men had become justified 
from sin. Doesn't legalism produce 
ugly fruits? = 
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ion at all; it's the “liberal'’ mind-set 
that would make the exception the rule 
and ignore the previous rule. 


EXCEPTIONS ALLOWED BY GOD 


Any serious reading of the Bible text 
forces one to recognize the fact that 
God has at times made exceptions to 
His rules under exigent circumstances. 
Since King David is the epitomy of 
grace and intimate fellowship with 
God under the older testament period, 
I'll start with him. David ate the 
shewbread in the Temple with his 
soldiers once. That was a prohibited 
act. The bread was only for the 
priests. The Law was quite specific 
about that. Yet Jesus pointed to that 
audacious act, affirming that David 
was "blameless" (guiltless), in order 
to validate the principle that God is 
interested in human welfare and need 
even above mere regulations (Mt. 12:5). 


What further could } say of the except- 
ion that God made with David when he 
committed adultery, then complicated 
it with murder? Had not God's rule 
been violated? Had not also the punish- 
ment of death been wavered? The rule 
for those violations was immediate 
and undebated death. Yet David was 
spared, forgiven, reconciled § and 
subsequently blessed. He didn't even 
lose his leadership role in the Jewish 
faith! 


The Passover was one of God's most 
important rules under Judaism. That 
was the feast which celebrated the 
historical Event of deliverance which 
formed Israel into a theocratic nation. 
The rulewas for perpetual observance. 
Concomitant with it was a threat of 
severence from the Jewish community 
for disobedience or neglect (Num. 9:13). 
Yet, during Josiah's reign as King, 
the Passover was "passed-over" for 
17 years. Was Josiah ''cut-off" for his 
neglect? Was he condemned? The 
Biblical record is silent about guilt 
for that omission. On the contrary, 
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the Jewish historians praised him for 
the Passover which he re - instituted 
in his {9th year and upheld him as one 
of the very BEST kings that Israel 
ever had! (if Chron. 34:1-2; 35:18). 
Another exception: 


Concerning the Passover, Hezekiah 
invited some of the estranged northern 
tribes to participate in the feast with 
them at Jerusalem. But when the 
multitude arrived, they had failed to 
properly ''cleanse'' themselves. ‘Yet 
did they eat the Passover OTHERWISE 
that it was written.'' A violation! 
Logic(?) would demand retribution and 
non-acceptance. Right? 


But Hezekiah prayed for them 
saying, ''The good Lord pardon 
every one who prepares his heart 
to seek God..... And the Lord 
hearkened to Hezekiah and healed 
the people (IJ Chron. 30:18~20). 


Undoubtedly a case of unmitigated 
grace. 


God even made provisions for excep- 
tions, as when a situation arose once 
wherein some men hadn't prepared to 
partake of the Passover on the 14th 
day of their first month. God allowed 
them to celebrate it a month later! 
{Num. 9:1-13). Circumstantial events, 
happenings, human needs DO make a 
difference with God! He's not so 
calloused as todisregard the spiritual 
desires, purposes and intentions of 
His people 


With God, the rule has always been, 
"Don't lie.’ Lying was _ considered 
wrong, Sinful, a violation of the theo- 
centric ethics laid down for His people. 
Yet when the spies from Israel fled 
for their lives they were protected by 
the lying lips of a woman. She told 
the city-police that the Israeli spies 
had hightailedit for the mountains. 
Was she condemned? Was she called 
upon to repent? Why did the spies 
silently support her lie by remaining 
quiet as they lay hidden in the straw 


at her feet? The Biblical record saw 
her act as one of "faith'' in Yahweh 
and were integrated into the ethnic 
nation of Israel! 


And what shall I say of Jael?—the 
woman who kindly invited the general 
of a defeated army into her tent to 
succor him with bread and wine. Her 
hospitality in thatdesert land provided 
him the needed nourishment and rest 
he craved. Yet when his eyes slumb- 
ered and his sleep became deep, she 
drove a Stake through his face!! Shall 
we ascribe tohertreachery, falsehood, 
murder? Or shall we reiterate in 
song with the Biblical scribe that it 
was courage and faith in the living 
God? ? 


EXCEPTIONS— 
AN ASPECT OF GRACE 


The point should both be vivid and 
singular by now: God IS FLEXIBLE! 
He does make exceptions. Time would 
fail me to speak of other instances 
wherein He "repented" of various 
courses of action where He made al- 
lowances for the weaknesses and 
needs of the people. Jesus epitomized 
the lesson by tersely declaring that 
“the Sabbath was made for man, not 
man for the Sabbath" (Mark 2:25-27), 
His laws are FOR people They are 
for man's benefit, his development, 
his growth, his enjoyment! The phrase 
could be made more general, but 
equally true and perhaps a bit more 
revealing, "The Scriptires were made 
FOR man, not man for theScriptures." 


Jesus further quoted the Prophet 
Hosea, shouting the principle of mercy 
in a dramatic way: "J WILL HAVE 
MERCY AND NOT SACRIFICE." In 
one instance, Jesus embarrassingly 
told the church ieaders to go home 
and LEARN what that MEANT. In 
another instance, Jesus concluded that 
His church elders didn’t know what 
God MEANT by that, for if they had, 
they would not have condemned Him 
(Matt. 9:13; 12:7-8). 
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Jesus' hermeneutic in quoting Hosea 
emphasized that God's ruies are "'for 
man." They are humane. What a pity 
it is that we often end up by our over- 
meticulousness of the Word with a 
hermeneutic that is insensitive to 
human need, harsh, and unloving. 
GOD IS FOR MAN! God loves man. 
His laws are functional for his devel- 
Opment and enjoyment. The legalism 
that concerns itself with every tithe 
of mint, anise and cummin often mis- 
ses the whole point of God's concern 
and message of MERCY for man. 'T 
will have MERCY and not sacrifice..." 


God is flexible about His rules because 
He does CARE about men. That's why 
the Bible is not a legal document, but 
a book of principles. God desires 
mercy, not meticulousness! Unlike 
some human expositors, God 1S con- 
cerned about the heart of man. He 
does look on the inward characteristics 
and disposition of man and not merely 
on the outward appearance {I Sam. 16: 
7). In other words, God doesn't buy 
the behaviorism model of human per- 
sonality. In spite of the sermons 
which deride and belittle sincerity, 
God looks to the man whose heart is 
Sincere, whose conscience has integ- 
rity, whose intentions are genuine 
and whose volitions are authentically 
set on serving Him (Isa. 66:2). 


THE SIGNIFICANCE 
OF EXCEPTIONS 


What then is the significance of this 
realization? It is that everything is 
not as cut and dry as you might think! 
Our response to HJM involves more 
than the mere action of right behavior; 
it entails our intentions and heart. 
Our responsibility before Him rests 
not only upon what is written, but upon 
what opportunities He sets before us. 
Because then there is not a list of do's 
and don't's for every conceiveable 
situation. We are called upon as dis- 
ciples to be mature, responsible, 
patient and serious THINKERS. Creed- 
al Christianity with its neat formulas 





and tracts would be nice; but you can't 
condense Christianity into a pocket 
size tract with all the ready answers. 
It's not as simplistic as that. 


The significance of exceptions is that 
HUMAN NEEDS ranks as a matter of 
high priority with God. The hunger 
of David and his men, the need of 
Jesus and His 12~member staff, the 
need of the physically maimed who 
sought to be healed on the Sabbath 
(Luke 13:11-17), etc., are all examples 
of human need that necessitated an 
exception to some rule. "I will have 
mercy and not sacrifice....'' Mere 
obedience to rules and forms without 
the controlling principle of the Higher 
laws Of love, kindness, caring, is 
antithetical to the God of revelation. 
There is a “first and second" com- 
mandm ent. 


The sigsuficance of this matter reveals 
that there are indeed some ''weightier 
matters" of the law than others (Matt. 
23:23). While tithing the little things 
a: Our garden is good, such should 
never be made the essence of our 
spiritua! relationship with God; nor 


used to neglect the more primary im- 
portance of justice, mercy and faith! 
To do so is to strain eut the mosquito 
and swallow an elephant; to fence in a 
fiea and let the horse escape; to save 
your trading stamps and throw your 
groceries in the garbage! (Clarence 
Jordon). 


Fhe significance of this is that God 
isn't to be seen as a vengeful, cruel 
demanding Despot. He IS benevolent, 
Caring, gracious. He does desire 
mercy and not sacrifice. He knows 
our circumstances; He is fully aware 
af the things we go through and be- 
1aves toward us more like a LOVING 
FATHER than a legalistic lawyer. 
Consequently, when men and women 
find themselves in less than ideal 
situations they can always look to God 
as One whom they can trust, depend 
ou and commit themselves unto. He 
also holds out HOPE for them because 
of His recreative power which is 
always operative, bringing Victory 
out of defeat. mo 
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Denton, Texas 


I'm hearing good things from people 
about the ENSIGN FAIR everywhere I 
turn. I found it practical and encour- 
aging that youfocused in onthe phrase 
"free church" and brought that into 


Biblical perspective in your last issue. 


—Michael Hall 


Nevada, Missouri 


Do you suppose that you could spare 
me three or four copies of the Special 
Issue, ''Restoration and Models of the 
Church’'’? I am of the opinion that this 
line of thought is the most important 
challenge to our thinking that has 
emerged in a long time. I keep hoping 
that sometime we will finally struggle 
out of the Dark Ages and the influence 
of the Apostate mind therein. Best 
wishes to you. Remember that every 
inch of progress that has ever been 
made in any field has come about 
because some ONE man has dared to 
stand out in front and assert himself 
and in the process has takenabeating. 
Wouldn't it be something that if we 
could learn what the early church was 
REALLY like? —C.H. Ephland 


Birmingham, Alabama 


Please enter my subscription It's 
refreshing to read something that 
doesn't warn me that if I don't quit 
worshipping with certain people, I will 
go tohell -name withheld 


Dayton, Washington 


First, let me express my appreciation 
for your fine publication. You are, 
like a good doctor, probing in the sore 
spots... Enclosed is my check which 
i} hope will pay for 10 more copies of 
the November of EF, and aiso 10 copies 
of the December issue, which will 
contain the conclusion to Bro. Parks' 
paper on the eldership. —Hal Watkins 


Id 


Tupelo, Mississippi 


You have eliminated any possibility of 
my wanting to engage Bro. Parks ina 
personal exchange by printing the Iet- 
ter in November E.F. Even if we had 
“personal'' differences I would not 
expect you to advertise them in E, F. 
He has made, with your help, a 
tremendous contribution toward clari- 
fying the diagnosis of our doctrinal 
ilis. —M.E, Gray 


Athens, Alabama 


Please drop myname fromyour mail - 
ing list of the Ensign Fair, too much 
false teaching. Paul Dodson 


Chattanooga, Tennessee 


I do so much appreciate receiving 
your paper and I do read it completely. 
You do a good job in presenting your 
case and dealing with your distractors. 
I especially appreciate your Special 
Issue carrying Norman Parks’ essay 
on Restoration and Models of the 
Church. ! have long been a ‘'fan" of 
Norman's writings; his straightforward 
perspective dealing with matters. I 
had read the essay before, but am 
very glad to see you put it out as a 
booklet for distribution. .. The subject 
that Norman deals with is avery basic 
one in my judgment. Until our people 
are clear in their understanding of 
this subject and its more basic corre- 
lation—the non-structured fion -organic 
non-corporate structure) ''ekklesia of 
Christ,'' we will all wander around in 
confusion and division. We will never 
get to the ROOT of our present prob- 
lems. In my judgment clarity on these 
points is absolutely essential to putting 
everything else (after gospel and obe- 
dience thereto) in proper perspective. 
I have for many years attempted to 
teach on these matters and get breth- 
ren to honestly study them, but only a 
few were without "blinders" and could 
see the simplicity of it. And therein 
is the problem=—it is just too simple, 
too unstructured, too undenominational. 
—Charles A. Holt 





R. L. Kilpatrick 


PART TWO 


In the last issue we discussed the 
propagation’ and “nature’’ of man 
and ended with the conclusion that 
man does indeed inherit the sinful 
nature in that he descended from Adam 
in both body and spirit through natural 
generation. 


The theory of traducianism (that man 
is generated both body and spirit) is 
essential to the teaching that man 
inherits the sinful nature of Adam. 
Sin, according to Paul, resides in the 
"mind" of the flesh (Rom. 8:5-8), not 
in the chemical elements of the flesh; 
therefore, the sinfulness of Adam's 
nature is either passed on through 
natural generation ('"‘mediate'' creation) 
or it came from God ("‘immediate" 
creation). Rather than accuse God of 
giving us a defiled spirit, we prefer 
to say that body and spirit descended 
from Adam through physical birth. 


PELAGIANISM ~* 


The teaching concerning the inherited 
sinful nature of Adam has troubled the 
Church for centuries. InA.D. 4l10a 
British monk named Pelagius expound- 
ed a certain doctrine concerning the 
Adamic nature that in time became 
known as ''Pelagianism'"'. In A. D. 418 
the Council of Carthage declared the 
theory of Pelagius as heretical. Today 
the Socinians and Unitarians continue 
to teach Pelagianism. Briefly, the 
teaching may be summarized thusly; 


e Adam's sin affected only himself. 


e Every soul is "immediately" cre- 
ated by God. 


e Every soul is created innocent 
and free from depraved tendencies. 


e Every soul is able to obey, just 
as was Adam. 


*PRenry C. Thiessen. Lectures in Systematic ‘Theolugy. p. 


THE PROPAGATION OF ADAM'S “KINO” 





e God only imputes sin when per- 
sonally and consciously performed. 


e The only effect of Adam's sin is 
a bad example. 


e Man can be saved by law as well 
as gospel. 


e@ Physical death is merely the out- 
working of an original law. 


e ‘Death passed upon all men, for 
that all sinned'' means all incurred 
eternal death by sinning after the 
example of Adam. 


e Man is well. 


From A. D, 418 to the present, nearly 
every Body of Christians on earth 
have likewise declared Pelagianism 
to be heretical... yet it refuses to die. 
Without going into detail the theory of 
Pelagius may be rebutted as follows: 


e The Scriptures represent every 
human being as having inherited sin- 
ful nature (Rom. 5:12; Ps. 51:5; Eph. 
2:3; Job 14:4; 15:14). 


@ Men universally become guilty of 
acts of sin as soon as they come to 
moral consciousness (Ps. 58:3; Isa. 
48:8). 


e No man is saved by works (Rom. 
3:20; Acts 13:39; Gal. 2:16; Ps. 143:2). 


e The Scriptures represent man's 
state of apostasy as a direct result of 
Adam's sin (Rom. 5:15-19). 


It is unfortunate that "pockets" of 
Pelagianism still exists even within 
the Church of Christ. 


SEMI-PELAGIANISM 
(or the Armenian Theory) 


Following the generation of Pelagius, 
theologians have modified the teach- 
ings of Pelagius and the modified 


260.262. Ecrdman’s Fublishing Canmpany 
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version is called''semi-Pelagianism"’. 
The Greek Orthodox and Methodist 
churches teach this modified version. 
During the Reformation period the 
charges of semi-Pelsgianism flew 
back and forth just as the charge of 
"liberalism" is in our time. Even 
though semi-Pelagianism may very 
well be declared heretical when taken 
as a "body" of teachings, we still can- 
not declare every point heretical. 


Again, briefly, the main points of 
semi- Pelagianism are listed below: 


e As an outcome of Adam's sin, 
man is by nature destitute of original 
righteousness. 


e Man is sick. 


e Without divine aid, man is unable 
to attain righteousness. 


e@ "Inability" is physical and intel- 
lectual and not voluntary. 


e God (as a matter of justice) be- 
stows upon each man at "dawn of 
Consciousness" a special influence of 
the Holy Spirit to counteract the effect 
of inherited depravity and make obe- 
dience possible if man will cooperate 
(and they can). 


e Evil nature may be called "sin", 
but does not involve guiit or punish- 
ment. 


@e Man is not.accounted guilty of 
Adam's sin. 


e@ When men consciously and volun- 
tarily appropriate the evi] nature does 
God impute sin. 


@ Romans 5:12, ''death passed unto 
all men, for that all have sinned, "' 
means that all suffer the consequence 
of Adam's sin and that all personally 
consent to their inborn siafulness by 
acts of transgression. 


Again inthe interest of time and space 
we offer only a condensed rebuttal to 
the theory of semi-Pelagianism: 


@ Man sinned in Adam and therefore 
guilty before committing personal acts 
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of sin. 


@e Man's sinful nature is due to his 
sin in Adam. 


e God not under obligation to be- 
stow special influence of Holy Spirit 
upon man, enabling him to cooperate 
in his salvation. 


@e Men do not consciously approp- 
riate jnborn tendences to evil at the 
dawn of consciousness. 


e "Inability'' is not the ''measure" 
of obligation. 


e Physical death is not a matter of 
arbitrary decree, but the just penalty 
of sin. 


Few brethren would disagree that all 
mankind inherits the ''sinful nature”, 
which is the "seed" of mortality, from 
Adam; for this is the legal grounds 
for God's imposition of the death pen- 
alty upon mankind—even upon those 
who have not committed positive acts 
of sin. However, experience has taught 
us to be careful in how we phrase 
these declarations. If we say that man 
inherits the ‘sinful nature'’ of Adam 
without stressing either "'sinful'' or 
"nature", and stringing them both 
together, the statement is generally 
accepted. But if we say "SINFUL 
nature''’, placing the stress on sinful, 
brethren become uncomfortable. And 
[o say that man "inherits the SIN of 
Adam, leaving off nature, this brings 
on calamity of no small degree. Our 
thinking along this line in the past has 
been inconsistent. Is there really a 
difference between any of the above 
statements? Is it different to say that 
we inherit the ''sinful nature" of Adam 
than to say we inherit the "sin" of 
Adam? When we realize, as did 
Alexander Campbell—as quoted in last 
issue—that''there is a sin of our na- 
ture as well as personal transgres- 
sion’, then we can understand why 
there isno difference in these sayings, 
and our thinking will likely become 
more consistent. 


We take this approach to the subject 
of ‘‘defiled nature” first to call atten- 
tion to the seriousness of it—which 
some tend to take too lightly~and then 
because we consider it essential to 
the understanding of other Christian 
doctrines, especially Romans 5:12-2i. 


Some have declared Romans 5:12-21 
tobe the most significant passage in 
all the Bible, even though it has given 
scholars no end of problems. Some 
have thought that Paul simply lost his 
train of thought after 5:11 and went off 
on a tangent, totally unrelated to his 
subject. Yet, others see the consis~ 
tency of these few verses with his 
main theme. Anders Nygren suggests 
that the "introduction" to Romans 
should begin with Chapter 5, verse 12, 
in that all of what Paul has said before 
and all that he will say afterwards 
comes together in these few verses. 
There is much merit in this thought 
because here Paul reveals the two 
realms of man's existence. 


THE TWO AGES 


Leading up to Chapter 5, Paul has 
dealt with those destructive "powers" 
which characterize the old age (our 
earthly realm) and keeps mankind in 
"bondage to destruction."’ In Chapter 
1, verse 18, Paul begins to lay the 
legal and/or theological foundation for 
man's condition of bondage, that God's 
"WRATH" is upon all mankind because 
of "SIN'' that came into being when 
Adam transgressed the ''LAW", for 
which the penalty was "DEATH." 
Therefore, WRATH, SIN, LAW and 
DEATH are those powers of destruc- 
tion in the old age. Their activation 
began with the fall of Adam and the 
"law of sin and death" (Rom. 8:2) 
became the natural way of ‘all flesh. 
This is the "Age of Death", the old 
dominion of sin. Of this age Paul 
speaks of death as "reigning" (v. 17) 
and the supreme ruler of the old age. 


As dismal as the picture painted, 


outlined in the first four chapters of 
Romans, beginning with verse 12 of 
Chapter 5 and continuing through 
Chapter 8, Paul begins to reveal the 
most astounding facts of all ages, that 
there is another "order" of life, a 
realm in which man is removed from 
those destructive powers which holds 
sway inthe old age. The second four 
chapters of Romans may very well be 
titled ''The Christian Freedoms”, i.e.;: 


Chapter 5, ''Freedom from Wrath" 
Chapter 6, ''Freedom from Sin" 
Chapter 7, ‘Freedom from Law" 
Chapter 8, ‘Freedom from Death" 


It would be misleading to think of the 
two orders of our existence as ''dis- 
pensations."’ Dispensations reminds 
us of ''time’. Time is not a factor in 


»s.the two ages of which Paul speaks. 


Even though the Age of Life was re- 
vealed by Jesus nearly 2,000 years 
ago, still, the realm of “life has 
always existed, running concurrently 
with the age of death. Both will con- 
tinue until time ceases to be, and to 
complicate the matter, we live in both 
ages simultaneously. 


In revealing the new age of life, Paul 
points to those things which character- 
ize the old age of death so as to draw 
a contrasting comparison. In these 
two orders, Adam (who was a "'type'' 
of Him who was to come, v. 14) and 
Christ are set in parallel positions in 
their respective dominions—Adam the 
head" of the old fleshly dominion and 
Christ the "head'"’ of the new spiritual 
dominion. In studying these compari- 
sons, it would be well to keep in mind 
that what was ''characteristic"’ in one 
age is also characteristic inthe other. 
Before us, then, are two Kingdoms, 
two "heads", and two "bodies." 


Since we're running out of space, we 
will continue the subject in the next 
issue. We will attempt to illustrate 
the two dominions graphically in order 
to show the revealing comparison be- 
tween type and antetype. 
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exist outside of themselves. Therefore, 
any autonomous congregation (being 
the full church) that falls short jn any 
of those attributes associated with 
perfection cannot be "identical" to the 
"ideal"church described in scripture. 
Since no congregation will even claim 
perfection in such as worship, works, 
doctrine, practice, morals or ethics, 
this places all imperfect churches on 
the same level withal]l other imperfect 
churches throughout the world. For 
this reason it is ridiculous to say that 
one imperfect church is the "true" 
church while all other imperfect 
churches are denominations. They all 
occupy the exact same ''standing" be- 
fore God. This is why God has set us 
under an economy of grace, to save 
us in spite of our imperfections. 


It is not fatel to admit that we area 
denomjnation. It concedes nothing 
except the fact that we are imperfect. 
In fact, such an admission might have 
a good psychological effect. Instead 
of thinking that we are assured of 
heaven because we wear thecompany's 
good name, we might realize that we, 
like everyone else, must individually 
“work out our own salvation" and that 
we individually "stand or fall'' before 
our own Master. How many brethren 
feel protected by the label, "Church of 
Christ"? 


Humbleness is more jn line with true 
Christian character than the haughty 
claim that we are the ONLY true 
church. I have no doubt that we belong 
to this true church. I can affirm with 
Bro. Nichols that jf anyone is to be 
saved he must belong to the church 
of Christ, when the term is properly 
understood. But I have serious re- 
servations about the claim that we who 
nail the sign ''Church of Christ'' across 
the front of our buildings are that 
church alone and that aJl others need 
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not even apply... and Satan claps his 
hands every Hime he hears it. It is 
the one sure, positive method of keep- 
ing the religious community divided. 
God alone has the option of binding 
and loosing and the sooner we let Him 
handle the membership applications 
the sooner we will become what he 
wants us to be. Entrance into God's 
family is an jndividual affair through 
faith in Jesus Christ and not through 
the company's "group policy" plan. 


There is simply no way I can accept 
the idea that our small bandof faithful 
brethren alone are the total consuma- 
tion of God's divine planning. Who 
can really believe that we ALONE 
make up that kingdom described by 
Daniel, that "rock cut out without 
human hands'; that we and no one else 
are the recipients of those decrees 
conceived in eternity, outlined in Law, 
foretold by prophets, and "jn the ful- 
ness of time'' revealed through Jesus 
Christ? Surely our thinking is not 
groinded to this extent! ff, after all 
of God's troubles, we are the only 
thing hehas going for him, then surely 
God has come out second best. 


These thoughts are not sacreligious 
nor are they spoken in rebellion—and 
neither were they hastily conceived. 
If expressing such thoughts publicly 
constitutes one a liberal or heretic, 
then anyone holding such thoughts even 
privately are likewise liberals and 
heretics. Therefore, the majority of 
our brethren are liberals and heretics 
since the majority feel the same way. 
I am only verbalizing what most of 
our brethren already think privately . 
Like most members of the church I 
have had these thoughts for years; but 
again like most brethren I simply 
didn't have the courage to say them 
out loud. It is a simple decision to 
be honest and place ourselves in uni- 
versal and eternal perspective. And 
the sooner we aJl do it the sooner we 
will draw closer to that ideal church 
which we envision outselves tobe. BB 
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“NOTE to those who are following the series, Propagation of Adam's Kind": Dve to the length. 
of this editorfal we will not include an article in this issue, however, what we aay here has a 
direct bearing on Romans, Chapter 5, the present area of discussion, and may be coisidered 


the next article In that series. 


—— 


A recent editorial in one of our broth- 
erhood papers gave a formula which, 
if followed, would create a better 
understanding between brethrenof the 
various church segments, even though 
Iam not certain that this was the aim 
of his editorial. His main thrust dealt 
with those liberals who''veil the truth" 
in words which say one thing while 
they really intend something more 
Sinister but are afraid to come right 
out and say it. This the editor calis 
"intellectual dishonesty."" We will 
have to agree that the teacher or 
writer who intentionally dazzles his 
students or readers with fancy verbal 
footwork is guilty of dishonesty, 
whether it be intellectual or otherwise. 


This editorial also hit upon another 
aspect of intellectual dishonesty that 
we want to expand somewhat. He says, 


As we are presently in the throes 
of another great conflict of breth- 
renover another important issue, 
it is interesting to watch this Kind 
of intellectual dishonesty going 
On in the papers. I see no better 
example of it than when I read 
the word "legalism" being used. 

The word "Legalism" has a 
definite theological meaning. The 
doctrine of ''legalism"'is the doc- 
trine of salvation through good 
works. What it teaches is that a 
man can be saved on the basis of 
doing enough good things to go to 
heaven...I Know of no one among 
us who is teaching that salvation 
can be earned." 


Again we will have to agree that to 
accuse someone of teaching legalism 


Your comments on these articles weuld be appreciated. -rlk 


who isn't teaching legalism is dis- 
honest. But I'm wondering if it is 
correct to restrict the meaning of 
legalism only to "salvation through 
good works." Is this the only place 
where legalism shows up in Christian 
theology? 1 believe we need to check 
out this possibility. Before we do, 
though, I think this is the proper place 
to make mention of the other end of 
that which the editor calls intellectual 
dishonesty; that is, reader dishonesty. 
We cannot overlook the fact {and the 
common practice) that the reader can 
be just as guilty of reading meanings 
into words that were never intended 
by the writer as it is for the writer to 
veil his true meaning inobscurewords. 


What is needed in both areas is this 
thing called “intellectual integrity. "’ 
There are entirely too many brethren 
who read articles, not for what they 
can get out of them but what they can 
read into them; and I am thinlaing that 
this is perhaps where the problem 
lies with our editor. Perhaps this 
meaning which the editor refers to as 
being ''veiled"' is a meaning which he 
would like to read into the article. 


Some seem to consider it one of the 
finer Christian arts to be able to twist 
a writer's words to make him say 
things he never dreamed of saying, 
seemingly without the slightest notion 
that such a practice is sinful. 


As pertaining to legalism, there are 
those who will deny legalism but will 
interpret doctrines legalistically. I 
have even heard preachers admit that 
they were legalists, but without the 
faintest idea what legalism was all 








about. 


Strangely, we hear brethren deny that 
salvation is based upon works, but 
turn right around and Say that justifi- 
cation is based upon obedience to a 
set of commandments. They both say 
exactly the same thing! To say that 
salvation is ''conditioned'' upon one's 
obedience to commandments, and then 
deny salvation by works is a contra- 
diction. Because, whenever there is 
a reward offered which is "conditioned" 
upon meeting certain "requirements", 

the reward is EARNED whenever the 
requirements are met! Reward is 
based upon "doing"; and for this reason 
"justification'' cannot be a reward 
based upon "doing" the commandments. 
For these reasons it would behoove us 
all to spend more time talking to one 
another about what were tallangabout. 


Legalism is a mode of thought, an 
attitude or concept that affects the 
whole view of Christianity. It shows 
up notonlyin aperson’s thinking abcut 
salvation by works, but later in sanc.- 
tification regarding law, ethics, sin, 
and especially of the ''Judgment”. 
Legalism glorifies man rather than 
God. Legalism is doctrinal error and 
just as sinful as denying baptism for 
the remission of sins. It is heresy. 
as the Galatian example proves. It is 
like a spiritual disease that affects 
the whole Christian life, and for one 
brought up under its teachings it is 
nearly impossible to erase from his 
spiritual system. Luther (a converted 
legalist) said that legalism was "like 
an oil in my bones". As hard as we 
fight against it, it still “‘oils" our 
thinking apparatus. The Christian must 
be on guard constantly against falling 
back into the "bondage" of legalism. 


Again, itis extremely difficult to talk 
about the manner in whichsimiers are 
saved without sounding legalistic; for 
we are by nature legalists. Society 
itself teaches legalism. How? Simply 
because both natureand society teach- 
es us that "nobody gets something for 


nothing''! —which is really the case in 
salvation. God has offered us some-~ 
thing for nothing. But we are trained 
to look for the ''fine print''. There's 
got to bea "catch" to it somewhere! 
Brethren under this mode of influence 
search for the fine print, the catch, 
and they find it in the commandments. 
Obedience to the commandments then 
is how we "earn" our salvation!—and 
there goes the "grace” of God, for 
grace is a free gift. Man, being what 
he is by nature refuses to accept it on 
God's ''no terms”. 


It is right about at this pvint that our 
legalistic brethren become guilty of 
making the same mistake as those 
whom they accuse. Without bother- 
ing to try to understand what the above 
statements entail, they jump to con- 
clusions and say that so-and-so teach- 
es that sinners don't have to obey the 
commandments to be saved, and then 
close the subject. The reader whose 
purpose it is to find fault in the writing 
of others will never understand why 
these statements are made. Are we 
saying that sinners don't have to obey 
the commandments, that all he does 
is give mental assent andGod lavishcs 
salvation upon him? Far from it. 


Wihenwe say that God gives us some- 
ihing for nothing, the ''nothing" of this 
siatement does not rule out obedience 
to any of God's commandments. Here, 
our editor friend becomes guilty of 
violating the same rule he lays down 
for others. Note: 
"Yet, there are some who arc 
trying to say that man can be 
saved without obeying the com- 
mandments of God. Rather than 
coming right out and saying that 
we can be saved without obedi- 
ence—a concept most brethren 
would readily reject-~they cover 
up the doctrine. They charge that 
those who teach that salvation by 
God's grace is conditional upon 
one's response to the gospel are 
teaching "legalism". 


The editor had already said that he 


knows of no one among them who 
teaches salvation by works. Likewise, 
I can say that in ail the reading { have 
done on the subject of grace, I have 
never read where any of our brethren 
even hinted that God's commandments 
do not have to be obeyed. 


Therefore, this editor is just as guilty 
of reaching a wrong conclusion as 
those whom he accuses; and for him 
to accuse others of teaching heresy on 
the basis of his wrong conclusion, as 
this editor has done, this adds sin on 
top of ignorance. 


It is entirely possible that ifonereads 
that ''the cause of our salvation is not 
based upon the keéping of ¢ommand- 
ments", he is very likely to come to 
the same conclusion as the editor 
above; that is, if he turns off the 
writer at this point. Few legalists 
will read further on to gather the 
writer's thoughts. What, then, does 
the statement mean ? 


First, God does not GIVE anything that 
is not ACCEPTED. If it is not accept- 
ed, it isonly OFFERED. Therefore, 
if God "gives'' us eternal life we ac- 
cept it by REACHING OUT for it. We 
reach out'' for eternal life through 
faith (which includes repentence and 
baptism}. So it is foolish to talk about 
"receiving’"’ salvation separate and 
apart from ''reaching out. '' Reaching 
out is manifested in faith, repentence, 
and baptism which constitutes our 
“acceptance” of eternal life. Human 
merit is nowhere to be found in this 
process! When we place faith, re- 
pentence and baptism in the category 
of works, and when we say that we 
HAVE to obey the commandments, we 
‘are Saying ncthing tess than that we 
HAVE TO WORK for our salvation! 


Even though it may be inadvertent, 
brethren place the schemeof redemp- 
tion ina legalistic frame by the con- 
notation of their words. For example, 
to say that sinners must obey God in 


—— 





ordey_to be saved, the statement is 
basically true boat the Same time 
it is totally legalistic. Both "grace" 
and “works are suggested in the say- 
ing, and the sense depends entirely 
upon our mode of thought. Legally, 
when we say we HAVE TO or MUST 
DO something to meet "essentials", 
"requirements", ''conditions",etc., we 
definitely suggests merit upon the 
completion of these things. Ifsome- 
thing. is, promised, based upon the 
completion of an essential, the thing 
promised is earned when the essential 
Pe co naieted “TRS HTSTENce Eotween 
the value of the thing promised and the 
value of the effort expended is im- 
material because the ''condition" is 
met. So when we Say that inner 
MUST. do This and thati ord r to be 
S nakes "'this and that’ the 
condition§_and whew_ these conditions 
ar£. Met...salyation is "earned''. But 
when faith, repentence and baptism 
are understood to be a "response" to 
God's offer of salvation, the perform- 
ance of these things constitutes our 
“acceptance” only, and they are not 
to be thought of as conditions by which 
to earn salvation. In this we avoid 
the connotation of works and our think- 
ing is more inline with the true mean- 
ing of "grace" and "free gift.'' 


the “CAUSE” 


Some may be ready to suggest that all 
we have here is a semantic problem 
and really makes little difference. 
But it does make a difference. It is 
vitally important that we give credit 
to the right source. Moses failed to 
enter the Land of Caanan because he 
failed to credit God for his leadership 
in the wilderness (in striking the rock) 
which teaches a rather powerful les- 
son. Christ is the sole ''cause" of our 
salvation. This means that when we 
say that justification is not based upon 
our obedience to commandments, we 
speak of the CAUSE (grounds) of our 
justification and not our "response" 
to commandments. (turn to page 14) 





W. Carl 
Ketcherside 





Every sect in history has been known 
for its manipulation of language. The 
corruption of this medium of exchange 
in therealm of thought is asdangerous 
as the counterfeiting of coinage in the 
realm of economics. It undermines 
soundness and creates false values. 
To use another metaphor, it poisons 
the spring out of which all of us must 
drink. When the restoration movement 
gravitated toward sectarianism, in an 
attempt to protect its gains and to 
freeze thought to prevent its own 
reformation, it began the dubious 
practice of altering words to be used 
as tools tobuild the walls of separation 
higher. Such confusion of tongues 
postpones the day when believers in 
the claims of Jesus can be united by 
guaranteeing that even when men 
speak the same things they do not 
mean the same thing. 


Take, for example, the term ''faithful 
preacher of the gospel." It no longer 
means what it would have meant in the 
days of Paul. Nor does it have a great 
deal to do with the proclamation of 
that Message, the good news about the 
Messiah. It generally refers to one 
who consistently parrots the party 
line. One who is considered faithful 
by one group will be branded as a 
heretic by another group meeting a 
few miles away. To be faithful has 
little to do with relationship to Jesus. 
It designates the way one is regarded 
by the members of an exclusive sect. 
If the sect is opposed to institutional 
orphan homes one who does notconcur 
is not faithful, but ail he needs to do 
is to switch parties and he will then 
become faithfvl. One can be unfaithful 
in the morning and suddenly become 


CONFUSION 
OF TONGUES 


faithful that night merely by "placing 
membership" in a group which agrees 
with his position on "the issues." 


Then there is the word "heresy"'which 
is tossed around so freely and loosely 
in our day. In the days of the apostles 
it simply referred to a sect, and in 
the Revised Standard Version the 
Original is aptly translated by ''party 
spirit."" The idea that it means an 
Opinion or doctrine held in contradic- 
tion to the orthodox or official doctrine 
of the church was tacked on to it by 
the hoary Mother on the Tiber as a 
justification for burning dissidents or 
cutting their heads off. 


Since the sectarian spirit is always 
the same whether in Naples, Rome, 
Geneva or Nashville, the convenient 
concept was appropriated by others 
who wished to harass those who ques- 
thoned the status quo. Now it has 
come to pass that every person in the 
Churches of Christ is a heretic to 
someone else. In fact if you want to 
accept the combined testimony of all 
the factions you would have toconclude 
that ''the Lord's church" is composed 
Only of heretics and no one else. A 
heretic in the thinking of about every- 
one in this segment of the religious 
world is someone who disagrees with 
you. 


It is little wonder that when Alexander 
Campbell wrote an article entitled 
"Synopsis for Reformation" his first 
point was the recovery of the vocabu- 
lary of the Spirit. This requires not 
only the speaking where the Bible 
speaks but speaking as it speaks. If 
I maul and manhandle the words of 


scripture until they mean something 
other than they originally meant I 
conceal rather than reveal the true 
meaning. I do not want to seem too 
critical but I charge that our brethren 
have attached a forced and fallacious 
meaning to almost every prominent 
scriptural term. Words like grace, 
worship, communion, etc., have been 
accorded arbitrary meanings which 
mislead and confuse humble followers 





of the Lamb. 


It would be a real blessing if we 
would quit associating a particular 
position on some of the troublesome 
"issues"’ with apostasy. Such associ- 
ation may be more damaging than the 
wrong position on an issue! 


139 Signal Hill Drive 
Saint Louis, MO 63121 


“Law” 
in the letter to the Galatians 


LYNN ANDERSON 
Abilene, Texas 


Sometimes Biblical truth is suspended 
between what appears at first to be 
contradictory statements. Galatians 3: 
24-25 says, ''The law is our custodian, 
and now that faith is come we are no 
longer under a custodian."' Therefore, 
we are no longer under law. Galatians 
5:18 says, "If you are led by the Spirit 
you are not under law (RSV) (see also 
Rom. 6:14; Gal. 2:16). 


On the other hand, Gal. 6:2 says we 
are to “fulfil! the law of Christ” (see 
also! Cor. 9:21). Is this a contradic- 
tion? How can there be a "law of 
Christ" and yetwe are "not under law?" 


Does law here specifically refer to the 
law of Moses? Likely not, as in over 
half of its uses in the book of Galatians 
there is no definite article. The Greek 
speaks of ''law,"' not ''the law."' This 
passage is not saying that we once 
were under an "Old Testament code", 
but now we are under a ''New Testa- 
ment code.'’ Its aim is to refute the 
doctrine of Justification by any code 


Actually, this passage (and others) 


Firm Foundation, November 2, 1976. 


indicates that Paul is talking about 


two different kinds of law. 


The Old Testament law is a code of 
regulations. It did not save. Rather, 
it guided behavior and defined sin. 


In the New Testament "the law of 
Christ" is the principle af life issuing 
from the will and nature of a person. 
It is the will and nature of Jesue 
Christ our Lord. 


I once followed my father's commands 
because I was afraid not to. He lovec 
me, though. And even then, I did no 
obey him in order to earn sonship. 


Now that [ am an adult my love for 
him has matured. He wauld not punish 
me for dtsobedience to his will, and 
has no authority over me by way of 
force. But I try with all that's in me 
to do his will, Why? Is it his legal 
code that motivates me? Do [ see 
detailed obedience to his regulations 
as a means of gaining or keeping his 
love? No! It is not his commands but 
is his nature with which I try fo tive 


in harmony. And this is not to get his 
acceptance, but because I already 
enjoy his acceptance. 


In the New Testament, it is the person 
of Jesus we are anxious to obey, not 
a code of law. And we see his will 
revealed not only in his commazds. 
They are really very few. But it is 
his nature which is amply reveated by 
numerous narratives of his relation- 
ships with people and with His Father. 


The Jews tried to be justified by keep- 
ing the old code. In_the New Testa- 


ment_we are_not ipstiffed. keeping 


any code. We are justihed by faith in 
and “obedience to the gospel of Jesus 
Chujet Alter that, we do not do the 
will of Jesus in order to stay saved 
or get saved. We want to do his will 
because we are saved. Our hearts are 


changed. We love him. "The love of 
Christ constrains us." 


A core message of the Galatian letter 
is "there is no saving effect in law- 
keeping."" This is true whether it is 
the Old Testament law or any other 
code of meritorious behavior. Justi- 
ficationcomeg not by works but through 
obedient faith in Jesus Christ. ~~ 


ee _ 


Now, once we are Christians we ai¢ 
“under the iaw of Christ."' This is us 
legal code, but a principle of behavior. 
It issues from knowing the person 
Jesus Christ and thus loving his will 
(Eph. 5:17). Christian good deeds are 
not done in order to obtain justification, 
but to express love toward the one who 
has already justified us. 


So it is true that if we "walk by the 
Spirit, we are not under law." On the 
other hand it does not mean that we 
arewithoutchart and compass for life. 
Jesus Christ becomes our Lord. His 
will becomes our norm (Gal. 5:13). 


For you were called to freedom, 
brethren; only do not use your 
freedom as an opportunity for the 
flesh, but through love be servants 
of one another (RSV). 


Most of Jesus’ will is expressed in 
his person. Thus, the more we come 
to know his nature, the more we come 
to know how he wants us to live. But 
some is also definitely expressed in 
his direct commands in the New Testa- 
ment. Through such a response to the 
Lord Jesus, we "fulfill the law of 
Christ." 





THE “REBELLION 


OF KORAH" 


(Num. 16) 


EDITOR 


A dear lady sent me a tract written 
by one of our "conservative™ brothers 


' in which he argues for the "Authority" 


of elders. In this tract the writer 


' {like many others lately) uses an Old 


Testament incident to admonish those 
of our time who deny that elders have 


' authority. The case cited is recorded 
‘in Numbers, Chapter 16, and deals 


rs 


with Korah's rebel3ion (Jude 11). 


- The rebellion of Korah against the 
' authority of Moses is made to parallel 


nn 


those today who question the ‘authority ' 


~ of elders. Brethren who use this have 
- indeed selected a powerful example, 


but the example back-fires! Let's 
look in on Korah and his rebellion. 


While in the wilderness Korah, along 
with Dathan and Abiram, disputed with 
Moses over his authority to lead the 
people and concerning the priesthood, 
saying, "You have taken too much 
upon yourself.'' God showed his dis- 
pleasure with these events by putting 
to death these three, their families, 
plus 250 others who joined them in the 
rebellion. Brethren today use this to 
warn those who speak against the 
authority of elders. They say Moses 
compares with elders and his God- 
given authority compares with the 
authority given to elders. but let's 
take a closer look at the parallel. 


Most every Bible student knows that 


Moses isa “'type" of Christ, for just 
as Christ is the head of the church 
today, Moses was head of the ''church 
in the wilderness” (Acts 7:38, KJV). 
Therefore, Moses does not parallel 
elders but Christ. Moses said to 
Korah, ‘Hereby you shall know that 
the Lord has sent me todo all these 
works" (vs. 28), and Jesus said to 
his disciples, "All authority in heaven 
and on earth has been given to me" 
(Mat. 28:18). Since Moses and Christ 
are type and antetype, the authority 
given toMoses must compare with the 
authority given to Christ. As such, 
the authority of Moses cannot compare 
with the so-called authority of elders. 


This, then, leaves us to find a paral- 
lel for Korah and his followers. 


The rebellion of Korah against the 
authority of Moses would surely com- 
pare with any and everyone today who 
would lust after and demand the auth- 
ority given only to Jesus who said 
ALL authority was given to him. But 
our elders say, ''No, part of it is 
given to us."' Jesus said, "IT SHALL 
NOT BE SO AMONG YOU," but our 
elders say, 'Yes, it SHALL be so 
among us."" Therefore, those elders 
who claim authority for themselves 
compare very favorably with Korah 
and his rebels. It would behoove our 
brethren to be more selective in their 
use of Old Testament examples! This 
one turns against them! 


If our elders can still find authority 
to rule after Jesus emphatically said 
it shaJl not be so among you, then 
there is no Scripture that cannot be 
juggled to prove whatever they want it 
to prove. We still maintain that the 
authority of elders must remain solely 
in the power of a good example. 


"He who believesand is baptized shall 
be saved" is a statement plain enough 
to remove all necessity of having to 
"interpret’’ other Scriptures dealing 
with the planof salvation; for no other 


Scripture may be interpreted to mean 
something different from this basic 
premise in Mark 16:16. Likewise, the 
emphatic statement, "It shall not be 
sO among you" is a basic premise and 
theclearnessof it removes the neces- 
sity of having to placean interpretation 
upon other Scriptures in decipering 
the role {not rule)of elders. However, 
in our case we have made the inter- 
pretation the "rule" while totally ig- 
noring the more basic premise set 
forth by Jesus in Matthew 20:25, 26. 
Jesus plainly informs his disciples 
that no one would have dictatorial 
powers over them; but our brethren 
have interpreted Acts 20:28: Heb. 13: 
17, et al, to mean exactly the opposite 
of the basic premise! —and some have 
the audacity to say that the Church of 
Christ today is identical to the New 
Testament church in organization! 
May the Lord help us! 


Near the end of the N.T., Peter sets 
forth the basic premise once again. 


So I exhort the elders among you, 
as a fellow elder and a witness of 
the suffering of Christ as well as 
a partaker of the glory to be re- 
vealed. Tend (feed, KJV) the flock 
of God that is in your charge, not 
by constraint but willingly, not 
for shameful gain but eagerly, 
not as DOMINEERING (lords, KJV} 
over those in your charge but 
EXAMPLES to the flock (2 Pet. 5: 
1-3, RSV: caps added, rlk). 


In condensed form, Peter is simply 
saying, ''Tend, feed, teach the flock, 
not as lords but as examples."' There 
are not many congregations that have 
elders who do not "lord it over'' the 
flock. ''Lording it over"’ must not be 
restricted to mean only a "harsh" or 
"unjust" rule. It also includes ruling 
as a dictator. Jesusis not just for- 
bidding a cruel dictatorship over the 
church, but any kind of dictatorship 
whether good or bad. A good dictator 
may still "lord it over the flock." 


RESTORATION REBIRTH 


— Chuck Jones 


Chuck Jones worships with the Cahaba Valley church in Birmingham, Alabama. 


He is a new writer, this being his first article, and it appears that he 


has done his homework well. 





~_ Editor 


Thomas and Alexander Campbell began 
anew experiment to eliminate human 
creeds and unite the Christian world 
in what they hoped would be a non= 
sectarian movement. It took time for 
the Movement to standardize its be- 
liefs and develop traditions of its own. 
For many years Alexander Campbeil 
was associated somewhat loosely with 
the Baptist, and évén named one of his 
papers the Christian Baptist so the 
Movement could claim some associa- 
tion with a recognized religious body. 


In those early days the Disciples, as 
Alexander liked to call them, had no 
well-developed “unwritten creed to 
follow, as we do today, but in time 
certain theological doctrines replaced 
others as accepted fact and new aiti- 
tudes replaced old ones. The endorse- 
ment of the Union cause during the 
Civil War by the American Christian 
Missionary Society was followed by 
a basically pacifist stand among some 
of the churches in the years leading 
to the first World War. Later, most 
of the Restoration churches were 
destined to be at best neutral and at 
worst breeding grounds for active 
support of the government in any war 
it chose to fight. The Movement 
divided first over instrumental music, 
then over a variety of fellowship tests 
ranging from the number of cups used 
in cOmmunion to Sunday Schools to 
eating in the building, et cetera. 


But such was to be expected. Given 
the right to think for themselves, 
rather than being bound to predeter- 
mined dogma, people would naturally 
disagree. The shame was not in dis- 
agreement, as such. The shame was 
then, and is now, in the claim for 


ourselves the power to infallibly de- 
termine the mind of God in judging 
whom he will accept and whom he will 
not. Ironic? Indeed! The very move- 
ment that began as an effort to free 
people from sectarianism and to en- 
courage them to think for themselves 
has now become a movement that 
abhors the questioning mind. Instead 
of reading our Bible to comprehend 
what it says, we read it to substantiate 
what we have predetermined that it 
must say! Perhaps the Movement has 
gone full circle. Perhaps we are 
ready for a new Restoration. 





Movements, in the beginning, excite 
people. Spirits are high and the 
Movement grows with tremendous 
enthusiasm among its people. Howcver, 
in time enthusiasm wanes and the 
Movement becomes institutionalized. 
The farther we go from the inception 
of the Movement the less contact we 
have with the original spirit. Such is 
life. Even seculas Movements are 
not immune to the cycle. 


My analogies may not be perfect but 
I do think they hint at one basic truth. 
Movements of any sort will inevitably 
degenerate with time. When the 
Original spirit is gone and the purpose 
left in the distant past, people will 
look inward upon themselves and see 
their problems. Ultimately they will 
divide over their problems. Restora- 
tion is never complete. Fach new 
generation must promote that all 
important rebirth of the movement. 


I believe our Movement has suffered 
from degeneration. Some churches 


are plagued by professional pulpiteers 
who treat the sacred body of Christ 
as though it were just another profes- 
sional opportunity and use it to further 
their own careers, to make big names 
for themselves. Unable to understand 
what is achieved by transformed lives, 
the professional may seek to mctivate 
through fear and guilt. Our people 
cannot take comfort in their own sal- 
vation, for, lurking deep inside is the 
persistent thought that maybe we have 
not really done enough to make it 
through the Pearly Gates. Where is 
the beauty, the joy, the comfort in 
that kind of system? 


Praise the Lord, the Movement is not 
static! We are on the verge of a 
rebirth! Across the land we find 
brethren searching for the sense of 
"community" and brotherhood that so 
characterized the firstcentury church. 
We find brothers who are not afraid 
to put their arms around others and 
tell them that they love them. We find 


those who can join bands and sing 
praises to their King and really feel 
that He is theirs. We find sisters who 
have prayer partners—trusted friends 
with whom they can share their deep- 
est thoughts without fear of being 
chastised or "talked about". We find 
people who have experienced the ex- 
hilaration and thrill of being free 
from the passing whims and notions of 
the local congregatéon. Their unity 
is maintained because their eyes are 
pointed toward their King, and not 
toward the hundreds of petty disagree- 
ments that inevitably arise. They 
would no more hurt their Christian 
brother than they would hurt their 
cwn natural brother, father, wife or 
mother. What beauty! 


The revived church is on the grow! 
May the Lord bless it and prosper it! 
All glory to His name! ial 


803-H Tyler Circle 
Birmingham, AL 35226 
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ELDERS: Leaders or Tyrants? 


Buff Scott, Jr. 


Seldom does one have the privilege of 
reading and digesting indepth material 
on the operation of elders in the 
Church of Christ as is being written 
in "Ensign Fair" by Norman L. Parks 
and commented upon by the editor, 
R. L. Kilpatrick. I find myself gen- 
erally identifying with their position. 


I do not have the insight into the 
Church of Christ "eldership" that 
Norman has, but for 20 years I have 
questioned the tyrannical authority 
they toss about. And now that he and 
a few others have delved into this 
crucial matter and are sharing their 
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discoveries with those of us who have 
been seeking answers, we are better 
equipped to analyze the issue in its 
corporate form. 


Not a few of us have experienced run- 
ins with "elderships'’, and we have 
been forced to re-evaluate their op- 
pressive function. I vividly recollect 
my own encounters withthese"'rulers'' 
so I can appreciate what these men 
are saying. Most Church of Christ 
elders are good men, as Norman 
stated, but by nature they must play 
roles assigned them by their orthodox 
upbringing and react accordingly. They 





actually believe they have the authority 
to '''boss". They have been known to 
tell us what we can and cannot teach, 
which version of the sacred documents 
we can use, and dictate our lifestyle 
with the threat of excommunication 
should it not measure up to their 
yardstick of orthodoxy. 


In a recent issue of the Gospel Advo- 
cate (Oct. 6) a scribe, in writing about 
the rights of elders, said: "I believe 
the elders have the duty and the right 
to protect the church from the per- 
versions of the Bible. Therefore, I 
contend that elders have the right to 
State a policy for the congregation 
relative to the version issue.'' He 
points out that the elders in Ripley, 
Tennessee issued an order that the 
KJV and the American Standard of 
1901 are the only versions that can be 
used in the pulpit and in the classes, 
and then added: "I will defend their 
right to do this against any and all 
odds!'' This decision was made with- 
out the consent of their constituents. 


In the same journal Ira North wrote 
about Church of Christ elders under 
the caption, "Members must Respect 
the Authority of Elders" (Oct. 20). It 
is not necessary that one read the 
contents under the caption to discover 
the hierarchal function of Church of 
Christ "elderships."’ The caption tells 
it all. 


The issue isn't a question of leader- 
ship, for all are mutually agreed that 
any groupof believers who bind them- 
selves together for a common cause 
must have leadership, whether it is 
formally or informally entrusted by 
the unified group. The real issue 
pivots around the KIND of leadership 
the sacred Spirit expects Of a local 
group of the corporate ecclesia. Should 
it be the kind of leadership that has 
gradually unfolded out of wisdom, 
compassion, love, and understanding? 
Or is it the kind that evolved out of 
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greed, fear, party faithfulness, and 
the ability to issue commands and 
enforce obedience? In this sense 
elders do not have ‘authority", for 
they cannot be sensitive toward the 
needs of others and issue commands 
and enforce obedience! Nor can they 
gain the respect of the membership 
by playing the role of "rulers." The 
term “ruler'’ embodies harshness and 
it is associated with the likes of a 
hard taskmaster, the very opposite of 
what an elder is supposed to be. Paul 
told Timothy that elders who "rule 
well" should be counted worthy o 
double honor (1 Tim. 5:17, KJV). Bet- 
ter translations correct this "ruling" 
bit by delivering the statement toread: 
"Pastors who do their work well" 
(Living Bible); "Elders who do well as 
leaders (NEB); or, ''The elders who 
do their w ell'' (Jerusalem Bible). 
I like the way Phillips puts it: "Elders 
with a gift of leadership..."' Peter 
says that elders are not to be tyrants; 
they are not to''domineer"; they should 
aim not at being ''dictators", and nol 
“lording" it over those entrusted to 
them (1 Peter 5:2, 3). 


On one occasion the “eldership" dis- 
covered that I had attended a confer- 
ence sponsoredby my Christian Church 
brothers. In discussing the incident 
with me, one of them became so irra- 
tional and uptight that I actually wit- 
nessed the blood pressure rising like 
the mercury in a thermometer rises 
when exposed to heat! That was it! 
I was out! Noone can meet with the 
Christian Church, I was assured, 
without partaking of their evil deeds. 


I could go on and on, but it's the same 
old story over and Over. The elders 
have absolute authority and rulership. 
And the only difference between this 
type of tyranny and the papacy of Rome 
is that one is Catholic and the other 
is Church of Christ. SF 


1003 Pilot Avenue 
Cherokee, Ia 51012 


Going Conservative 


—wer 1am ee cup 4 === 


Bruce Edwards, Jr. 


From ''THE PERSUADER", January 1977 


What epithets must have followed the 
Master as He travelled through Pales- 
tine, disregarding the traditional 
intricacies of the fathers. Reading 
such accounts as Matthew 15, Mark 7, 
and John 9, one can imagine the word 
“liberal being mouthed over andover 
by those committed to doctrinaire 
“conservative"’ orthodoxy. No doubt 
Jesus seemed to be a devil-may-care 
radical out to overthrow all that was 
held dear by his generation. 


But Jesus was not "liberal". That's 
the irony. In fact, no one could have 
been more conservative than the Son 
of God—conservative, that is, with 
respect to upholding the revealed will 
of God. When the scribes and Phari- 
sees charged, "You're transgressing 
the traditions of the elders" (Mat. 15:2), 
the Master coolly replied, ''And why 
do you transgress the commandment 
of God for the sake of your tradition?" 
If anyone was "liberal" in this matter 
it was the Pharisees but they no doubt 
feit themselves the epitome of con- 
servatism-—stout defenders of the faith 
against an impetuous and _ insoient 
young rabbi. 


Liberal" and ‘'conservative”’ are catch 
phrases today, and as a resuit have 
lost almost all meaning. They serve 
as convenient pigeon-holes into which 
we can thrust each other to avoid 
serious confrontation and discussion. 
Label someone by either of these terms 
and you have him neatly categorized 
and packaged—no need for some messy 
and personal involvement which may 
yield the possibility of agreement. 


Like most "catch phrases"' these terms 
perhaps have just enough accuracy 
about them to lull their users intoa 
mindless, uncritical acceptance of 
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their implication. 

To my knowledge the words ‘‘liberal'' 
and ''conservative''—at least as we use 
them—arenot found in theword of God. 
But I do believe the concepts which lie 
behind them are there. For instance, 
the true conservative will "follow the 
pattern of sound words’’ which the 
apostles have taught ''in the faith and 
love which are in Christ Jesus" (2 Tim. 
1:13). The true liberal ''teaches other- 
wise and does not agreewith the sound 
words of our Lord Jesus Christ and 
the teaching which accords with godli- 
ness" (I Tim. 6:3). 


Consequently, Biblical "conservatism" 
is more than the superficial allegiance 
to what is currently considered con- 
servative. It is too easy for men to 
point to an orthodoxy separate and 
apart from the Scriptures, call that 
"conservative" and direct men to fol- 
low this new creed or suffer the label 
of “liberal''. The fact is, what may be 
popularly conceived of as conservative 
may in fact be liberal, because it does 
not "agree with the sound words of our 
Lord." 


One popular game among brethren 
seems to be guessing who's going 
conservative or liberai and who's not. 
I propose that "going conservative'' 
Biblically speaking, is a much better 
"game'' to play, because that is what 
I intend to do in my Bible study: to 
conserve and be conformed by what 
Jesus, my Lord, is teaching me through 
His word. But I must be prepared to 
take the risk of yoing against the grain 
of what may be conceived as “'conser- 
vative" and is really not. I must be 
ready as wasJesus to endure the label 
of liberal" to be true to God's reveal- 
ed will. Will you be willing to take 
the risk with me? © 


“NO FACTUOUS CHURCH 
TRUE CHURCH” 


EDITOR 


In the December issue of The Bible 
Way, Pervie Nichols answered our 
questions concerning ''denominations".. 
We can't possibly reply to all his 
answers in one issue, so we'll just 
take them one at a time. Pervie 
answered in typical ''Church of Christ 
fashion", which I feltcertain he would, 
in fact I was counting on it. The 
questions I asked were designed to 
draw out those ''standard"’ answers 
(even though I felt fairly certain also 
that he would veil some of them in 
ambiguity, which he did) so that we 
might point our some of the contradic- 
tions and fallacies of his position. For 
example: To our question, ‘Which one 
of the many divisions of the Church of 
Christ constitutes the ‘true’ church?" 
Pervie answered, "No faction 
scriptural, New Testament church." 
So there goes his whole argument. I 
know of no people on the face of the 
earth who are more factuaus than we of 
the Church of Christ, evidenced by our 
approximately 24 divisions within the 
Restoration churches, and especially 
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the segmentfor which Pervie preaches. 


But in his comments on the divisions 
existing within the Corinthian church 
Pervie admits there were ''disagree-~ 
ments'’'among them but that they were 
still the true church! I agree with his 
conclusion but notice the inconsistency! 
Nofactuous church is the true church, 
he says, but the factuous Corinthians 
were the true church! I'm no genius 
by any standard or definition, but it 
doesn't take one very bright to see 
the contradiction here...and Pervie 
refers to me as one "drowning" and 
“grasping for straws'’. Bro. Nichols 
seems to be in a world all his own, 
for he says there are "perfect" New 
Testament churches, and even some 
in the Huntsville area! I would press 
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him to tell us which ones, but it 
wouldn't be fair to all the imperfect 
churches in our area...sjnce they'd 
all start attending the perfect churches. 


But this is typically "'Pervie''. No one 
Can give our ‘'canned" answers to the 
questions I've asked without contra- 
dicting himself left, right, and center. 
By hig own definition, i.e., that a 
factuous church is nota true church, 
Pervie has preached for a number of 
denominations, including the church 
in Clinton, Mississippi which became 
split over his zeai to '‘drive out the 
liberals,'' 


Bro. Nichols won't accept our diction= 
ary definition of ''denominations", on 
the argument that I wouldn't accept 
the dictionary definitian of ''baptism’”’. 
But there is one great difference. 
Baptism is aBible word with its mode 
and purpose adequately defined, where- 
as, denomonation is a late 19th or 20th 
Century English word to which Pervie 
tries to give a first century definition, 
except he will not apply it to the 
factuous Corinthian church. (1 think 
I'm supposed to say at this point, ''O 
consistency, where art thou," or 
something like that. ) It is noticeable 
that when I use the word ''division" 
Pervie uses the word "faction" (which 
sounds more sinful than ‘‘division"), 
but when I refer to the divisions among 
the Corinthians Pervie calls it ''dis- 
agreements" (which sounds more in- 
nocent than divisions). Why are our 
20thCentiry differences '‘factuous" and 
First Century differences ''disagree— 
ments''? Pervie seems to make up 
the rules as he goes along. 


But I cannot agree that because a 
church has its factuous element that 
it makes that church a false church; 
if so, then we have nothing but false 
churches, because I don't knew of any 
church anywhere that is not or hasnot 
nad its factuous element to one degree 
or another. Factions within the church 
(turn to page 19) 


EDITORIAL 
(from page 4) 
But what about legalism from thepoint 
of justification onward? Can we re- 
ject legalism in “justification"’ and 
give it birth in "sanctification"? if 
so, then what is the advantage of being 
redeemed from law? A legal system 
naturally involves a "law system", and 
the very reason why Christ came to 
earth was ''to redeem them from the 
law" (Gal. 4:5). Salvation is made 
possible only by being completely re- 
moved from the legality of law. To be 
under law is certain, eternal death 
because when "law" is broken, "sin" 
may be legally charged to one's ac- 
count, and "the wages of sin is death" 
(Rom. 6:23). 


Paul said in Romans 6:14, "Sin will 
have no dominion over you since you 
are not under law, but under grace. "' 
Note the word "dominion"’. To be 
under dominion is to be under control. 
Sin has the power to "dominate" those 
who are under law for it is "law" that 
gives "sin" its "power" to put todeath, 
"The sting of death is sin, and the 
power of sin is the law" (1 Cor. 15:56). 
Therefore, to be under law is to be 
under the power (dominion) of death. 
Since we are removed from law we 
are removed from the power of sin. 
Sin has no power in the absence of 
law, ‘but where there is no law there 
is no transgression” (Rom. 4:15); and 
''sin'’ is not counted where there is no 
law (Rom. 5:13). Who, then, in view 
of this can argue for a law system in 
Christianity? To substitute one legal 
code for another would once again set 
us back into bondage to death. Toso 
argue is to argue for one’s own de- 
struction! Law is the weapon that sin 
uses to gain control, to bring into 
bondage, to put to death, and where 
law sacle sin reigns in death (Rom. 
9:17). 

In our human way of thinking there 
seems to be no possible way for man 
to be saved. It appears to be one of 
those irrestible forces meeting the 
unmovable object, a paradox. God's 
divine nature forbids him to look upon 
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“for sin will have no dominion over you... 


sin (Hab. 1:13); nor wiil his'""Holiness" 
allow any unclean thing to enter into 
his presence. God's attribute of 
'justice’’ demands punishment for sin. 
Since all men sin and will continue to 
sin, how, then, can man be saved? 


Some may reply that since God is a 
God of mercy, all he has to do is 
simply "forgive'' and the problem is 
solved. But it is not that simple. God 
is also aGod of justice and this justice 
demands man's punishment for sin, 
which is death. None of the attributes 
of God's nature can vie against the 
other. This would be a contradiction 
in divine nature. Mercy and justice 
(grace and law) would have opposite 
and offsetting effects if both were 
applied simultaneously. God cannot 
apply justice which puts to death and 
extend mercy which makes alive at 
the same time under the same system. 
This is the paradox to be resolved. 


The “scheme” in Redemption 


We must not forget that ''with God all 
things are possible.’ God has devised 
a ''scheme" that will enable him to 
redeem mankind and at the same time 
remain true to his divine nature. Just 
as when everything appeared hopeless 
for Isaac, God provided a substitute. 
In the same way, when everything 
appeared hopeless for mankind, God 
set forth Jesus Christ as our substi- 
tute. The law demanded perfection, 
but man was a Sinner and could be no 
other way. Eternal death appeared 
Sure and certain. But in his teaching, 
Jesus has said: Let me be his sub- 
stitute. Let me live perfect under the 
law but then let the sinof man be upon 
me. Judge me for man's sin and let 
me die his death according to law. 
Then let man die to his old ways and 
be buried with me in baptism; and let 
him be resurrected with me,and let 
him live in my one body and partake 
of my one Spirit. Let man sharemy 
righteousness and let his standing 
before the Father be as mine, with 





...since You are not under law... 


the cloak of my righteousness covering 
his sins forever (Rom. 3:9,10; 3:25, 26 ; 
6:3, 4; 8:1; 8:11; Heb. 2:11; Eph. 4:4 ; 
I Cor. 5:21; Col. 3:3; 1 Jn. 2:1, 2; et al). 


This, brethren, is the "gospel, '’ the 
"plan", the "scheme" in redemption, 
and man had no part whatever in its 
development. He is the recipient only. 
The cross is the total sum of the 
scheme. It is the work of God through 
Christ alone, allowing Him to substi- 
tute for mankind in satisfaction of 
divine justice. With "justice" satis- 
fied, the way was opened for "mercy", 


All that which was required of man is 
satisfied in the work of Jesus Christ 
on thecross. We have been preemptied 
by our substitute! He has taken our 
place and has fulfilled our requirement 
before God. How utterly presumptuous 
of man to think he had anything to do 
with it, as if he could earn something 
which Jesus has already purchased! 
To Him belongs all the glory! 


This, I believe, wi]l answer the ques- 
tion: How can man, the perpetual 
sinner, be saved without compromising 
the divine nature of God. The paradox 
of justice and mercy is resolved in 
work of Jesus Christ on the cross. 


Regarding those things "required" of 
mankind, Paul said in Romans 8:3, 4: 


For God has done what the law, 
weakened by the flesh, could not 
do: sending his own Son in the 
likeness of sinful flesh and for 
sin, he condemned sin in the flesh, 
in order that the JUST REQUIRE- 
MENT OF THE LAW might be 
fulfilled in us, who walk not ac- 
cording to the flesh but according 
to the Spirit. 


The "just requirement" of the law is 
its demand for a perfect life. But 
because of the weakness of the flesh 
man could not meet this demand. "the 
very commandment which promised 
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life proved to be death to me" €om. 
7:10), says Paul. Why? Because no 
man could live the sinless life. The 
law promised "life'’ for perfect obedi- 
ence but at the same time it fixed the 
punishment of "death" for disobedience. 


Note that Paul said that "in order that 
the just requirement of the law might 
be fulfilled IN us", not BY us. The 
law was fulfilled BY Christ but itis 
fulfilled IN us who through faith be- 
come a part of his spiritual body. 
Therefore, the demand of law is satis- 
fied in both Jesus Christ and all those 
who live IN him. 


This should explain Paul's statement 
in Rom. 3:31, 'Dowe then overthrow 
the law by this faith? By no means! 
On the contrary, we uphold the law." 
The fact that faith has come does not 
overthrow the demand made by law. 
Rather, the demand for righteousness 
is NOW POSSIBLE in faith! What the 
law required can never be destroyed, 
for Christ ''came not to destroy the 
law but to fulfill it'' (its demands). So 
what was impossible under law is now 
made possible in faith and the law is 
"established." 


Now, briefly summarizing, God re- 
quires absolute righteqisness as a 
prerequisite for eternal life. With 
man it is impossible. In Christ it IS 
possible. In Christ, man, even though 
still a sinner, lives under the cloak 
of Christ's righteousness, hiding his 
sins from God. Man's standing before 
the Father is identical tothe ''standing" 
of his Son, because we have become 
one with the Son. The perfect life of 
the Son is imputed to his whole body. 


In this sense alone may the prerequi- 
sites for eternal life be realized. 
Jesus has met all thedemands impos- 
ed upon mankind. "While we were yet 
helpless, at the right time Christ 
died for the ungodly" (Rom. 5:6). He 
is our ALL, he is EVERYTHING. 


“,.-but under grace” Rom. 6:14. 


To live under grace is to live outside 
the REACH of law~—keeping in mind 
that we're still using "law" in a legal 

| said that 










to fulfill it and T . 
law is not dead. Its demand is still a 
demand. It is the sinner who has 
died to law! Just as the sinner dies 
to sin in baptism, being removed from 
it, he simultaneously dies to law by 
being "removed" from its dominion. 
"Likewise, my brethren, you have 
died to the law through the body of 
Christ...." (Rom. 7:4), Neither sin 
nor law are ''annihilated" when we die 
to these powers. Sjn apd Jaw are 
“destroyed” only in the sense that they 
have fost their powers over us. 





THE "CITY OF REFUGE" 


This lesson is beautifully set forth in 
an Old Testament type. Christ is our 
sanctuary (city of refuge) to whom we 
sinners (manslayers) have fled to 
escape the law (avenger of blood) 
(Num. 35: 9-28). But there is one 
great difference. In Israel, the man- 
slayer had residence in the city of 
refuge only until the High Priest died 
(vs. 28). But our High Priest lives 
forever (Heb. 7:24). 


A Charge 


In spite of the beauty of this concept 
of the scheme of redemption, there 
are some, pitifully, who have declared 
these teachings as being heretical. 
In the December issue of Truth Maga-~ 
Zine, edited by Mike Willis, this editor 
has formally charged Bro. Arnold 
Hardin (editor of the Persuader) with 
heresy for teaching exactly what we 
have taught in this editorial. ! have 
been reading Bro. Hardin for more 
than a year on these above subjects 
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time he will prevail, But jo live with- 
in és to live unger the sanction of God 
where law and death_cannot, enter, 
"For the Taw of the Spirit of life in 
Christ Jesus has set me free from 
the law of sin and death" (Rom. 8:2). 


The Old Testament type can be carried 
further. In Israel, the manslayer be— 
came a Citizen of his new city, taking 
his place of responsibility and subject- 
ing himself to all the city's rules and 
regulations. In the same way_ywe too 
haye become_cit{zéns of our new City 
of Refuge. We. too. have_a place of 
responyuijity and we too must submit 





toall the rules and regulations therein, 
which 1s the “law of Christ” (Gal. 6:2). 


But note well that we donot escape one 
law of death to become subject to a 
second law of death. In Christ we are 
subject to discipline for all wrong- 
doing, but it is loving discipline (Heb. 
12:5-11). Being free from law_does 
nof_ mean. beng free to "do" our own 
thing. '' We are removed from law 

so that you may belong to another, to 
him who has been raised from the 
dead in order that you may bear fruit 
for God'' (Rom. 7:4). 


of Heresy 


and as far as I can tell we have the 
same understanding on the subjects of 
graceand the tippucsudn of xighteous- 
ness. But listen to Bro. Willis with 
heresy charge No. 1 (there were more 
but none had any more significance 
than the first). 


"1. Arnold Hardin has accepted the 
doctrine of the imputation of the per- 
fect obedience of Christ to the sinner's 
account” (Truth Magazine, 1 Dec. 77). 


How utterly unbelievable that a man 
can declare "heresy" the only possible 
thing that can save his soul, as if he 
can besaved by his own righteousness! 


Since man is incapable of perfect o- 
bedience, and the just requirement of 
the law is perfect righteousnessas a 
prereguisite for eterna] life, there is 
no other way to be saved other than 
through the “imputation of Christ's 
perfect Jife'' to the sinner's account, 
as we have already discussed. The 
only other alternative is salvation by 
man's own perfection, which makes 
salvation impossible. It seems that 
Bro. Willis has yet to learn the most 
basic and the most important facts 
concerning the plan of salvation. Such 
a man has to be pitied. For him the 
judgment must be a fearful prospect, 
for he must stand before God clothed 
only in the "filthy rags" of his own 
righteousness, having rejected the 
righteousness of God (Rom. 10:3). The 
only thing Bro. Hardin is guilty of is 
learning too much! He has simply 
studied himself out of the narrow con- 
fines of this particular segment of the 
church (non-cooperative), and they 
have turned on him with such ferocity 
that it doesn't seem possible that it 
could come from those claiming to 
love the Lord! 


No one is more hated (yes, "hated'') 
among the non-cooperative brethren 
than oneof their own who leaves them, 
attested to by the constant flow of 
anathemas poured forth in their jour- 
nals against someone who has left 
them. Carl Ketcherside left them 
years ago but they still relegate him 
to hell in almost every issue. As he 
so well stated it in the January issue 
of E. F., "Regardless of what_ faction 
it may be, if aorcaches pet Ted up 
and Can, tip-toe throu the 


no longer ‘tip: 
partisan tulips he is blacklisted and 
the partlgan 6 guns are trained on him. " 





Right now it’s "open season" on Arnold 
Hardin, and on himthe "partisan guns"' 
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are brought to bear. But his name is 
just one more added to a long and 
growing list of blacklisted brethren 
among them. The Dec. 77 issue of 
Truth(?) Magazine provided us a real 
“Who's-Who" among the non-coopera- 
tive brethren; names such as Edward 
Fudge, Jerry Phillips, Ronnie Comp- 
ton, Bill Holcomb, Gordon Wiison, all 
gone ‘liberal’ according to Bro. Willis. 
The truth is, they simply studied them - 
scives out of their narrow sectarian 
enclosure, as Bro. Ketcherside would 
phrase it. Bro. Willis ended _ the 
listing with an "etc.'', meaning there 
are others as he indicates below: 


One brother recently said that he 
had counted about twenty conser- 
vative preachers who had left our 
ranks in persuit of this new apos- 
tasy in the past two or three 
years. It is past time that some 
of us woke up to what is going on 
around us. 


What is “going on" is that many of 
these preachers have become dissat- 
isfied with the non-cooperative position 
on "grace" and the "imputation of 
righteousness", which we have been 
discussing. 


The Prevailing Spirit 


Another example of the type of spirit 
that prevails among the leadership(?) 
of the non-cooperative brethren is 
noted in the December editorial of 
"Searching the Scriptures", edited by 
Connie Adams. In his comments on 
the new editor of Gospel Advocate he 
refers to Ira North as a "clown", a 
“ring-master' and a"circus perform- 
er". This sinks to about the lowest 
level. in secular affairs Bro. Adams 
wouldn't dare call one of his contem- 
poraries a "'clown", so why does he 
feel perfectly safe in laying it on his 
brethren! Such pettiness is an un- 
mistakable sign of immaturity. (We 
understand of course that this kind of 
spirit is not characteristic of all who 
worship in non-cooperative churches} 


I think we have to agree with our "anti" 
brethren in their church "autonomy’ 
argument, but note the violation of it 
in this extract from Bro. Willis’ 
editorial: 


"Enough damage has already been 
done to warrantevery gospel preacher 
taking the time to preach on these 
issues in the congregation with whom 
he labors. I am not caJling on breth- 
ren to echo the shouts of Truth Maga- 
zine to theeffect that thereare wolves 
among us; J] am calling on faithful 
Christians to DRIVE THE WOLVES 
OUT FROM AMONG US, if they cannot 
be restored to the fold" (caps mine). 


In other words, don't just talk about 
them, DRIVE THEM OUT! I'm glad 
that Bro. Willis used the personal 
pronous "us", because, whether in- 
tended or not, this means that one may 
be driven from "them" without being 
driven from Christ, and this is all 
that matters. Those "wolves" among 
them are brethren like Bro. Hardin 
who teaches salvation by grace just 
as we have been discussing. 


To me this is a clear case of inter- 
ferring with the autonomy of churches. 
Never has even the Pope issued such 
an edict! Who is this man that he can 
preemptGod and pass such judgment? 
What kind of vindicative spirit does it 
take to DRIVE a brother out of the 
fellowship? What kind of "love" is it 
that lovesGod and hates his children? 
Or, what kind of concept must one 
haveof Christianity who would protect 
the ‘'church" while destroying its 
"members"? 


Wnen our non-cooperative brethren 
begin to realize where their "leaders", 
so-called, are leacing them, it won't 
be necessary to''drive them out", they 
will leave voluntarily; for they know 
this isn't Christianity. 


For sometime now I have suspected 
thatsomething was stirring amongour 


non-cooperative brethren, by reading 
their publications. I mentioned this 
to one of my correspondents (an "anti" 
who is not afraid to be frank), and he 
replied: 'Yes, indeed, things are 
happening among the non-cooperatives. 
Brother---and ---alike made the ob- 
servation on separate occasions to 
me that it seems that the Spirit is 
working most dramatically among our 
hard right-wing core...'' Then, re- 
ferring toa couple that was about to 
leave, ''They don't anticipate on stay - 
ing very much longer with the------ 
church. Yes, there are brothers and 
sisters scattered among the "‘anti's" 
who have what I call the 'gut feeling'~ 
they don't enjoy the legalism, party- 
ism, etc.; they yearn for freedom, 
security, peace, love, etc., but some 
lack the ability to articulate their 
desires. When some brother talks to 
them about God's grace and what Jesus 
means tous, they begin to beam with 
relief and happiness..." 


This is probably the best place to 
mention that this spiritual unhappiness 
does not exist only among the "anti" 
brethren. It is fairly widespread in 
the Church of Christ. 


I predict that if the non-cooperative 
brethren continue to persue this so- 
called "grace-unity apostasy'' with the 
same vigor demonstrated in these 
editorial excerpts, that in time they 
themselves will be led into apostasy. 
They most assuredly oppose the truth 
through ignorance. 


I have never doubted the salvation of 
this group of brethren over their pre- 
ference on how to support orphan's 
homes or preach the gospel (since 
God is more interested in "results" 
than in 'methods), but this latest 
"issue'' is a different matter entirely. 
Grace and Unity and the Imputation of 
Righteousness are bibJically empha- 
sized subjects which are basic to sal~ 
vation and the understanding of Christ- 
ianity, and to declare these truths as 
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heresy is coming awfully close to 
blasphemy! We're not just arguing 
“human institutions’, ‘''man - made 
organizations", ''church treasury" and 
all such like; we're dealing with the 
very foundation of the Christian sys- 
tem. God may very well tolerate the 
former but I'm not so sure he will the 
latter. Unless these brethren change 
from their present course, I foresee 
a general exodus away from the non- 
cooperative churches in the days 
ahead. 


At the outset I had no intention of 
haming Bro. Willis or his magazine, 
lest I unduly embarrass him; but his 
subsequent editorial makes it neces-~ 
sary. Bro. Willis whose sectarian 
pride seems to have overtaxed his 
intellect has gone on record with a 
charge of heresy against Arnold Har- 
din and in the process he named the 
Ensign Fair and its editor, along with 
several other "good"’ magazines and 
their editors, plus a whole host of 
brethren (few escaped). Therefore, I 
feel no ethical responsibility to with- 
hold his name. 


One of those ''evidences”" given in sup- 
portof the heresy charge against Bro. 
Hardin is that he wrote two articles 
for the Ensign Fair (The Imputation 
of Righteousness, July & Aug. 1977), 
which Bro. Willis refers to as a 
"liberal publication. '' How's that for 
hard evidence!? For this reason I 
feel a certain obligation to speak in 


Factuous -continued from page 13) 


must be condemned, but the condem- 
nation must rest upon those responsi- 
ble and not upon the whole church. 
Otherwise we're all wrong! 


But why did Pervie avoid answering 
the question? The question was very 
clear and he knew perfectly well what 
we meant. Well, I suppose if he said 
that his "segment" wasthe true church, 
there would benearlytwo dozen others 
who would dispute with him. Bro. 
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defense of Bro. Hardin, since I had 
asked him to write the articles; but 
let me hasten to add that I would feel 
obligated to defend anyone who is 
charged with heresy for preaching the 
truth. 


It is regretful that we have to take 
time out to deal with the shallow ob- 
jections of discontented brethren who 
should be learning instead of teaching. 
We had rather expend all our efforts 
searching for those "unsearchable 
riches in Christ, '' for we long for the 
day when we can "fight the good fight 
of faith'’ without having to armor-plate 
our back side in defense against our 
own brethren! 


But Arnold Hardin will weather the 
storm; and he will be made stronger 
in the process. In his Dec. bulletin he 
said, "A new day is indeed dawning! 
Those daring to think for themselves 
have and will pay the price. But as 
for me I do not intend to forfeit grace 
and freedom for the legalism of Paul's 
‘dung hill'." He is a battle - scarred 
veteran of many such skirmishes and 
I can't feature him getting all shook 
up over this one. 


May God bless him; and may God bless 
all those who likewise had the courage 
to stand by their convictions in spite 
of the known consequences. May we 
all esteem the favor of God rather 
than the praise of men. 


Willis (see editorial) claims that the 
non -cooperative segment is the true 
church, and he considers Bro. Nichols 
a "liberal'’! But neither Bro. Nichols 
or Bro. Willis have any cause to worry. 
Report has it that Ira Rice, Jr. hurried 
back from the Far East "to save the 
church," as he put it. But there's just 
one problem, Bro. Willis thinks Ira 
Rice, Jr. is liberal!!! Owhat games 
grown men do play! The whole thing 
is comical in spite of the seriousness 
of it. 

















Ensign Fair 'Nonpref it Organizatien 
2710 Day Road U.S. POSTAGE PAID 
Huntsville, AL 35801 Huntsville, Alabama 


| Permit No. 32 _ 








The ENSIGN FAIR is printed monthly by the Ensign Fair Publications of Huntsville, Alabama, edited 
by R. L. Kiipatricx. The Ensign Fair is dedicated to the restoration of spiritual freedom in Christ 
as set forth in the New Testament (Rom. 6:14: Gal. 5:1}. Our purpose is to allow the free expression 
of views by those who are free of sectarian bias to those who should serve the Lord in Love, Peace, 
Joy and Thanksgiving. Manuscripts written especially for the Ensign Fair are welcomed. The Ensign 
Fair is approved by the IRS asa non-profit organization and donations sent for the support of this 
magazine are tax deductible. Subscription price: $3.00 per vear: foreign, $5.00; bundles of 20, $3.00. 
Mailing address: Ensign Fair, 2710 Day Read, Huntsville, AL 35801. (Phone: (205) 536-9320). 





Dallas Burdette 
2428 Elsmeade Drive 
| Montgomery, AL 36111 





Vol. V No. 11 March 1978 


EDITORIAL 


“NEGATIVISM" 


We have had several reminders lately 
that perhaps the E. F. editor is be- 
coming somewhat ‘negative’. After 
Looking at the last several editorials 
I am inclined to agree. This is the 
kind of criticism that I appreciate, 
nut that I enjoy admitting my own 
shoricomiags. but like everyone else 


I am subject to straying off course. 


It is not the aim nor desire of this 
paper to be negative in our approach 
to spiritual matters. whether it be in 
reference to doctrine, brethren, or 
the current state of church affairs. 
It is awfully easy to become negative, 
especially in my area where negativ- 
ism is more or less traditionai. 


This doesn't mean that we intend to 
become so ‘‘positive’’ that we would 
never present an opposing view, which 
is Quite evident even in this issue, for 
black is never so black as when it is 
contrasted with white—and viceversa. 
There are doctrines, philosophies and 
practices which we are most definitely 
against, but which can't be really seen 
in their true form until they are set in 
contrast. This we are committed to 
do, otherwise we couldn't serve the 
purpose of this paper; but we hope to 
do it in an inoffensive way. 


What is “negativism?" I'm not sure 
I know. I know what it is to me; but 
what it is to me may not be what it is 
to someone else. To me negativism 
is the approach to the Christian life 
only from the ''do not" standpoint; i.e, 
when preachers preach only on the 
wrath of God and the horror of hell 
and never on God's goodness and the 
joyous hope of heaven, this to me is 
one form of negativism. I was brought 
up in the church on a diet of hell-fire 
and damnation type of sermons which 
ptaced all the emphasis on the verity 
of God and the difficulty of living the 


Christian life-about what Christians 
could NOT do. The part that I couldn't 
understand was that after such ser- 
mons the preacher would say some- 
thing like, ''Christians are the happiest 
peopie on earth", after he had just put 
the whammy on all those things that 
would seem to make life enjoyable. 
Even though everything those earlier 
preachers said was no doubt true, £ 
grew up seeing God as the mean old 
man with the black book and big stick. 
No, there is nothing wrong with pre- 
senting the negative side of Christian- 
ity, it just needs to be balanced with 
the positive. 


To me negativism is when a preacher 
(or writer) continually harps on what 
is "wrong" and has little to say about 
what is "right’; or when they wield the 
scriptures as aclub to beat the spirit- 
ual life out of the membership. Neg- 
ativism is when worshippers leave the 
service downcast instead of uplifted. 
Negativism is the teaching that instills 
fear in the hearts of God's children 
instead of iove; and when coupled with 
tegalism produces unhappy Christians 
whose lives become unproductive and 
dreary. The church is filled with 
"brow -beaten'' Christians in whom 
“endurance” has been made the great 
test of faith. Even though they may 
have started out with a great zeal to 
tell others the ''good news", it is soon 
compromised by negativism existing 
in the church, and in the end they fear 
even for the salvation of their own 
souls. They become spiritually ''stoop- 
shouldered" from carrying the crosses 
of legalism, negativism, and fear; and 
what is most pitiful is that they never 
even suspect that Christianity is any- 
thing different. 


This, brethren, is far too character- 
istic of the church in our time. I 





recognize there are exceptions, but 
the exception is not the rule. 


If we left the discussion of negativism 
at this point, this editorial would fit 
the description of negativism because 
we have dwelt mostly on what is bad. 
Where there is the "bad" there must 
be the "good", or else we wouldn't 
know that bad was bad. 


Yes, truthfully, the Christian life is 
the greatest. The Christian has an 
incomparable heritage. He has found 
through the spiritual what the world 
has long sought for through the mater- 
ial. Christians are the "elect" of God, 
a Holy Nation, a Royal Priesthood and 
there is more true royalty in a small 
group of Christians than in all the 
world's kingdoms put together, because 
through the indwelling of the Holy 
Spirit we have been made "kinfolks” 
with God (Rom. 8:15-17; Heb. 2:11). 
While the world still asks, ''Who am 
I?", Christians know who they are. 
In a world still asking, 'Where did I 
come from and where am I going?" 
Christians know their origin and their 
destiny. In spite of the degradation 
of sinand man's unworthiness, Christ- 
ians know through revelation that "God 
so loved the world that he gave his 
only Son, " and that in the Son we have 
eternal life. In a world that sees 
death as the end, Christians see it as 
the beginning of a greater life. Surely 
these things should enlighten and not 
depress; and they will when they are 
taught and emphasized. Who can learn 
of these things and not want to tell it 
to others? Why is it otherwise? 





Whether others will agree with me or 
not, the cause, pure and simple, is 
the legalism that is being taught in the 
church. Legalism has restricted the 
spirit of man rather than to free him 
for greater service. Legalism is a 
system of "'do not's'' which breeds an 
attitude of doing only what is required 
rather than serving God out of a pure 
heart of appreciation. It burdens 


rather than lightens. It stifles spirit- 
ual energy rather than energizes. 


In legalism thereisnot the understand- 
ing that the Christian does not live 
under law, and that he lives under 
grace. The legalist must view the 
atonement more asa mental faith-fact 
rather than a heartfelt realizationthat 
the cross was a sovereign act of God 
growing outof divine love for mankind. 
Legalism demands perfection as a pre- 
requisite for eternal life based upon 
one's Own personal goodness, which 
the enlightened know is impossible. 
Legalism must have law, but "truth" 
knows that law puts to death. Legal- 
ism stands man before God to be 
judged for sin, but understanding re- 
joices in the knowledge that Jesus has 
already been judged for our sins and 
has already paid our penalty for them. 
Legalism teaches that wrongdoings 
bring Christians into condemnation, 
but the ‘elect’ know that the blood of 
Jesus continuously cleanses from ail 
unrighteousness. 





Legalism and Negativism are blood- 
brothers. 


The kind of negativism that includes 
both the negative and the positive is 
not, in my opinion, negativism. It is 
simply the way it is; the facts of life. 
No one can comment on the contem- 
porary scene and tell it like it is 
without including the negative side. 
Reality is made up of good and bad 
and to leave the impression that all 
is well when all is NOT well does 
more harm than good. 


Nor do I consider it negativism when 
the opposite side of a doctrinal ques- 
tion is presented; i.e., when it is done 
in the right spirit and for the right 
purpose. However, it is inexcuséable 
to belittle the intelligence and assas- 
sinate the character of someone hold- 
ing an opposing view. This is not the 
love that we owe to all mankind. f | 


DEMYTHOLGIZING 


THE CHURCH OF CHRIST 


"There is one body and one Spirit..." 
(Eph. 4:4). "He is the head of the 
body, the church..." (Col. 1:18). Yes 
Sir! No doubt about it; the body is the 
church of Christ. This is a truth that 
no one can deny. But when we convey, 
either by implication or plain word 
(which none dare do) that the body of 
Christ is to be equated with acongre- 
gation in any given community witha 
sign out front, "CHURCH OF CHRIST" 
(non-instrumental, non-colored, non- 
institutional, uncooperative, main- 
liner) we err, for such is 24 carat 
myth. No congregation of the church 
of Christ that has to use adescriptive 
adjective, either implied or spoken, 
to distinguish the ‘loyal and sound’ 
from the digressive, can correctly 
claim to be non-sectarian or un-de- 
nominational. To set oneself or ones 
congregation apart is to declare ones 
sectarianism and denominational 
status. THE BODY OF CHRIST IS 
NOT A DENOMINATION, INDEED IT 
CANNOT BE! The body of Christ 
includes brethren who are sectarian 
and denominational in faith and action 
(1 Cor. 1:12). These brethren were 
part of the body and addressed as 
saints in verse 2. It is a myth to 
assume that all members of all sects 
are outside the body, for the body 
contains many sectarian members. 
God does not approve their denomina- 
tional stance, but he does love and 
save them by his grace, and we be 
brethren. 


How can it be possible for God to 
accept a sectarian child and address 
him as a saint without endorsing his 
sectarianism? This involves another 
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myth that is prevalent in the churches 
of Christ, viz., 'If we accept a de- 
fective brother into our fellowship and 
recognize and treat him as God's 
child and our brother, we thereby 
endorse and approve his defects in 
doctrine and practice.'' But how can 
God have a child for example, in the 
Presbyterian church (no 
intended by impersonation), since they 
do not teach and practice baptism by 
immersion? Let us use an example 
that hopefully will illustrate. Many 
church of Christ preachers are mem- 
bers of the local Rotary Club? Now 
i have argued long enough to know that 
the Presbyterian church, or any other, 
is not a parallel to a Rotary Club, but 
joining aRotary Club can be a parallel 
to joining a church. Both have a con- 
stitution and by-laws other than the 
scriptures. Children of God submit 
to these extra-scriptural rules and 
regulations and become members af 
organizations other than the body of 
Christ. Shall we therefore conclude 
that there are NO Christians in either 
the Rotary Club or a local denomina- 
tion (Presbyterian or other)? How 
can there be Christians in any denom- 
ination that does not baptize by im- 
mersion ONLY? Well, some are 
baptized by immersion in spite of the 
denominational teachings. Perhaps 
we should back up to the Campbells 
and start over! 


God has always dealt with man on the 
basis of faith and obedience. There 
is no vital faith apart from obedience 
and no obedience apart from vital 
faith! The two are inseparable. But 
Obedience is always a progressive 
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and relative function. One cannot obey 
more perfectly than he understands. 
Many, perhaps all, obedient and sur- 
rendered souls are either mistaken 
Or uninformed on some point or other. 
Fatherhood is determined at the point 
of conception, not at the point of 
bringing forth, or birth. If achildis 
not living before it is born, the birth 
or bringing forth, does not bestow 
life. This is as obvious as saying that 
the sun rises in the east! Manis a 
triune being, body, soul and spirit. 
Our spirits are quickened by God's 
Spirit as we respond to the gospel (1 
Cor. 4:15; Rom. 8:14). Our spirits 
respond to God's Spirit. Our souls 
are cleansed by the blood in obedience 
(1 Pet. 1:22). Our bodies are to be 
immersed inwater. This immersion 
avails exactly nothing unless vital 
faith is at work in our spirits, and 
unless repentence has changed our 
souls (hearts). Thus conversion is 
not just being immersed in body, but 
involves being alsoimmersed in spirit 
and cleansed in soul. Ifa person has 
vital faith, he is going to obey to the 
extent of his knowledge. If his know- 
ledge is defective, yet he will obey as 
far as he knows. In spite of imperfect 
performance, his heart is obedient. 
Such a person is counted cbedient by 
our loving and merciful Father, just 
as Abraham was counted righteous 
apart from perfect performance. 
Isaac was sacrificed without actually 
being burned, and Abraham was ac- 
counted obedient without the smoke of 
Isaac's body ascending to heaven. In 
fact, Abraham was counted as obedient 
and Isaac was accepted as a burnt 
offering before the fire was ever lit! 
God deals with us on this same prin- 
ciple (Rom.4:23). 


One may ask, "Is it possible for one 
to be immersed withaut being literally 
put under water?" Literally and le- 
gally, NO! But one can be accounted 
obedient on the same principle Abra- 
ham offered Isaac asa burnt offering 
without burning him to a crisp, and on 
the same principle that people were 


accounted circumcised without having 
removed the literal flesh (Rom. 2:25- 
29). On this principle we can say, 
‘There can be no soul saved without 
baptism, but one can be accounted as 
baptized before he is immersed liter- 
ally .'’ Many have been begotten by God 
have truly repented and surrendered 
with the intent to obey, but who for 
some extenuating circumstance have 
not been immersed in body. Such can- 
not be correctly classified as children 
of the devil since they are circumcised 
in heart and washed in the blood. They 
cannot be truly classified as unbaptiz- 
ed, seeing that they are in the process 
of obedience as was Abraham. God 
does not damn those who are in the 
process! 





Are there any Christians in denomi- 
nations? If there are not, then there 
are very few Christians in the world! 
If the body of Christ is to be equated 
with any one or all of the sects within 
the people known as the churches of 
Christ, then the world is indeed in 
sadder shape than we have ever imag- 
ined. Let us forsake our myths and 
turn from our exclusivism to recognize 
the real body of Christ composed of 
all submissive, penitent, obedient men 
of faith in all denominations in Christ- 
endom. God does not approve denom- 
inations, but he does have children 
there who are our brothers in spite of 
the denomination. Some are in de- 
nominations who deplore denomina- 
tlonalism as much as we, but who have 
not yet found their way out. 


Many have discovered the undenomi- 
national concept and people are being 
bodily immersed by the scores in 
order to obey God, who have never 
heard of churches of Christ in Texas 
and Tennessee. One cannot possibly 
be un-denominational or non-denomi- 
national while refusing to accept as 
brethren those obedient and surrend- 
ered souls coming from denominational 
backgrounds, renouncing their sec- 
tarianism and praising the Lord. 
(turn to page 14) 


R. L. Kilpatrick 


THE PROPAGATION OF ADAM'S “KIND” 


PART THREE 


In the January issue we left off with 
the discussion of Adam and Christ as 
type and antetype, making note that 
what was characteristic of Adam's 
body in the Old Age of Death was like- 
wise characteristic of the Body of 
Christ in the New Age of Life. This 
can be more easily seen if we show 
them side by side as in the illustration 
below. 


The whole human race must be seen 
as the ONE single entity of Adam and 
that God sees all flesh as one "head", 
one 'body"', one ''spirit'' (defiled) and 


one ''sin of rebellion’ running contin- 
uously throughout the body. 


In the same way, the spiritual race 
must be seen as the one single entity 
of Christ, that God sees all spirits 
as "one" Spirit, occupying ‘'one’’ body, 
having "'one" head, and that the right- 
eousness of Christ permeetes the 
whole body. 


As respecting "justice'' in the impu- 
tatlon of God's righteousness we 
might ask, "How can God be true 


THE TWO DOMINIONS 


Age of Death 


Adam - the "head" 

Law - choice 

One act of disobedience 

One transgression brought death 
Adam declared ''guilty" 


Nature of Adam became nature of his 
body 


All ''flesh"' born of ONE BODY and 
of ONE SPIRIT (of Adam) 


Adam's guilt imputed to whole body 
of mankind 


God's wrath upon whole body because 
of Adam's sin 


"Status'' of the head before God is the 
status of whole body 


Fleshly nature of Adam defiles the 
whoie body 


"Death" - ruler of old age 





Age of Life 


Christ - the 'head”’ 

Law - choice 

One act of obedience 

One act of obedience brought life 
Christ declared "righteous" 


We"... .partakers of divine nature" 


| "There is one BODY and one SPIRIT" 


(Eph. 4:4) 


Christ's righteousness imputed to 
whole body, the church 


God's "peace" upon whole body because 
of Christ's righteousness 


"Status’' of Christ before God is the 


status of whole body 


Spiritual nature of Christ brings 
sanctification to whole body 


"Life’’ - ruler of new age 


to his divine attribute of justice by 
declaring a sinner NOT a sinner?" 


The question of whether or not God's 
divine attribute of justice may be 
compromised in imputing righteous- 
ness to sinners has never bothered us 
too much because is is in our favor. 
But the idea that God could do the 
opposite and impute "'guilt'' to those 
who have never committed personal 
acts of sin does not set too well. We 
are inclined to ask, "How can God 
impute guilt to those who have never 
committed positive acts of sin, namely 
those who have not reached the age of 
accountability ? Doesn't sin have to 
be committed before it becomes ac- 
countable?" 


Without the imputation of guilt upon 
the whole human race, there is no 
answer for the death of the innocent. 
Physical death most assuredly is a 
"consequence" of Adam's sin but we 
cannot overlook the fact that man's 
punishment for sin (Rom. 6:23) must 
rest upon a legal base. {ft is not 
enough to say that the death of the 
innocent is a mere "consequence", for, 
in theabsenceof guilt this would make 
God unjust. 


If we are bothered by the negative 
aspect of imputation, should we not be 
just as bothered by the positive? In 
other words, wouldn't it be just as 
"unjust" for God to overcompensate 
(impute righteousness) as it would for 
Him to undercompensate {impute sin)? 
If it somehow fits within the frame- 
work of God's justice to declare 
righteous those who are unrighteous, 
then it somehow fits to declare guilt 
upon those who have never committed 
sin. 


In the defiled nature of man sin is 
both real and imputed and the distinc- 
tion depends on whether we refer to 
man individually or collectively. In- 
dividually, the sin in Adam's nature 
is real but the guilt of his nature is 


imputed upon the collective body of 
mankind. 


Real sin in defiled nature is God's 
legal grounds for imposing physical 
death, but guilt is a '’status'' upon the 
collective body of Adam. All who are 
born into the body of Adam become 
guilty by association, and antitypically, 
all those born into the body of Christ 
become righteous by association with 
Him. It is guilt that is imputed to the 
body of Adam and it is guilt that is 
removed in the imputation of right- 
eousness. This means that our rela- 
tionship to God in both the old and 
new ages came about through the 
"imputed" route. 


Some contend that the sin of Adam 
is removed in baptism, which is the 
concept that led to the practice of 
baptising infants, but since the sin of 
Adam is found in human nature, and 
since human nature is never changed, 
this can only mean that Adam's sin is 
never removed, not by forgiveness in 
baptism or in any other way. All the 
particulars surrounding Adam's re- 
bellion are matters ''cut and dried” so 
to speak, and nothing removes the 
stigma except physical death. Adam's 
sin is to be "paid'' for, not ''atoned"’ 
for—otherwise man would live forever 
in the flesh. 


Those sins which God overlooks in the 
imputation of righteousness are per- 
sonal sins committed during a period 
when no sin could be legally charged 
to one's account in the absence of a 
legal code spelling out the death 
penalty, because "sin is not counted 
where there is no law (Rom. 5:13). 
Had there been alegal code forbidding 
sin then spiritual, eternal death would 
have been just as certain as physical 
death because the immutible law of 
God would have precluded forgiveness 
of sins. But, as Paul wrote, ‘where 
there is no law there is no transgres- 
sion" (Rom. 4:15, in a legal sense) 
this makes it possible for God to 
"declare his righteousness for the 


remission of sins that are past..." 
(Romans 3:25) without compromising 
"Justice." 


Does this speak only of those who 
lived before Moses, a period when no 
legal code existed? Would it not also 
include those of today whom we term 
‘alien sinners'’? Since God's dealings 
with mankind rests upon a legal base, 
what is the legal standing of those who 
are outside the body of Christ? 


Bible teachers have never made it 
quite clear which law, if any, the 
alien sinner is under, but leave the 
impression that he does live under 
law. Is he under the Law of Eden, 
Law of Moses, or Law of Christ? 
Can anyone be subject to law without 
being incorporated into it? Is the 
alien sinner under ANY law? If so, 
how was he incorporated into it? 


Anyone under law owes allegiance to 
that law. If the alien sinner lived 
under a law, even though in rebellion 
to it, we must assume that he could 
conceivably cease his rebellion and 
be restored to the good graces of it. 
If such be the case, we mustask which 
law and what good would it do him? 
Can law save him? On this point 
Anders Nygren says, 


But it was never God's intention 
that the law should be a way to 
righteousness and life. "For no 
human being will be justified in 
his sight by the works of the law", 
Paul says in 3:20; and that is 
intended to be not merely a recog~ 
nition of man's weakness and 
inability to fulfil: the law, but the 
declaration of a principle as to 
the function and meaning of the 
law. Paul always insists that 
there is no law which can give 
life (Gal. 3:21). (Commentary on 
Romans, p. 225, Eerdmans) 


The alien sinner is not under a "'sys- 
tem of law"’, as we normally use the 


term; but, rather, he is fleshly gen- 
erated into a broken law; and since we 
must view mankind as a single entity 
in Adam, the demand for a perfect life 
which God enjoined upon Adam would 
naturally be enjoined upon his contin- 
uing body. This means that mankind 
is born into an impossible situation. 
The demand for perfection is upon him 
but the law is already broken, and the 
choice of obedience is already lost 
even if he had the desire to cbey. This 
means also that if mankind is tofulfill 
the perpetual demand for perfection 
someone will have to intervent on his 
behalf. Therefore, until the alien 
sinner is confronted with the gospel 
he exists in a state of spiritual death. 


In reality the entering in of the law of 
Moses had no effect whatever on the 
"relationship" of either Jew or Gentile 
before God. It was not the law’s 
purpose to affect relationship. In fact 
the law did not reveal any truth about 
sin that was not already true before 
the law entered. Then what was the 
purpose of law? Nygren says, 


The law has come in between 
Adam and Christ, between the 
dominion of death and the domin- 
ion of life, between the age of sin 
and the age of righteousness. In 
what relation does it stand to 
these antagonistic powers? The 
law pronounces judgment on 
sin and demands righteousness. 
It aims to set upabarrier against 
sin and to assist righteousness 
to triumph. 


The objective of the gospel is not to 
restore the spiritual dead to another 
law —for this wouldonly sentence them 
to death a second time—because Jesus 
came to '’redeem them from the law" 
(Gal. 4:4), to reclaim the spiritual 
dead. The gospel restores the sinner 
to life and sets him outside the pale 
of law. In Christ the sinner has ful- 
filled the "demand" of law by virtue 
of his new residence, because the 


perfect life of Christ perpetually ful- 
fills the perpetual demand of law. 
Jesus, by his perfect life, "earned" 
the title of RIGHTEOUSNESS (Jer. 23: 
5,6; Acts 3:14) which is likewise the 
title he‘ bestows upon all who enter 
his spiritual body through faith. 


'Yetdeath reigned from Adam to Moses 
even over those whose sins were not 
like the transgression of Adam, who 
was a type of the one to come" (Rom. 
9:14). Since the personal sins of 
those who lived between Adam and 
Moses were not charged to their ae 
count, the obvious question is why did 
they die? First of all, Paul is talking 
about physical death. Personal sins 
have nothing to do with physical death. 
Physical death is due to the sin of 
Adam's inherited nature. Sut since 
those ancients did not live under a 
specified law, how could they even 
sin, since sin is a transgression of 
law? (1 John 3:4) But sin CAN and 
DOES exist in the absence of law! Law 
does not make sin SIN! Law identifies 
sin and describes its terrible effects, 
but sinis not sin simply because the 
law said so. Sin is anything that is 
out of harmony with the divine nature 
of God. Even though no legal code of 
law existed between Adam and Moses, 
sin DID! 


So how does God deal with those per- 
sonal sins committed before Moses in 
the absence of legal precepts. Were 
they guilty? If so, can God overlook 
this guilt? Most assuredly they were 
guilty and God does not overlook it. 
They were not legally charged with 
committing personal sinsbut itwas not 
necessary. They were already under 
the legal charge of sin in Adam! 


Here is where most of us make the 
big mistake in our study of Romans. 
We are simply not accustomed to 
think of mankind as one body, either 
of Adam or of Christ, and we are 
inclined to interpret Paul in an indi- 
vidual way. Nygren says it this way: 


~ We have said more than once (25ff, 
213f.) that difficulty in under— 
standing Paul is due, in large 
part, to the fact that we come to 
him with a wholly different mode 
of thought from that which he 
uses. We are in the habit of 
thinking in individualistic and 
atomistic categories. We begin 
with the idea that we are indivi- 
duals, distinct persons who live 
in proximity to others... but Paul 
thinks in a wholly different way. 
To him Adam stands at the begin- 
ning of human history, not merely 
as a separate individual, but as 
the head of his race, as the head 
of the entire old humanity. And 
as ‘in Adam''we were all subject- 
ed to death, so we are now to live 
"in Christ’, for He is the head of 
the new humanity. (op cit, p. 305) 


Note that John said, ''Behold, the 
Lamb of God, who takes away the SIN 
(singular) of the world" (1:29). Since 
we're dealing with just the one body of 
Adam we're dealing with just the one 
sin of Adam, and all individual sins 
thereafter are merely the natural 
workings of a defiled body. Therefore, 
it was only necessary for the one body 
of Christ to atone for the one sin of 
the one body of Adam. The guilt of 
Adam's sin is imputed to the whole 
body and depicts the ''relationship" of 
the body to God. 


There is no antetype for sin in the 
Body of Christ because sin sti] exists 
even in the new age. But if sin still 
exists in the new age, "How can we 
who died to sin still live in it?" (Rom. 
6:2). In what sense, then, have we 
died to sin? 


We die to sin in exactly the same way 
we die to law, by being "removed" 
from the power of it—from its power 
to dominate! Sin can no longer keep 
us in bondage because it was always 
LAW that gave sin its power (1 Cor. 
15:56), but we are “not under law but 


under grace"’. Law, such as existed 
under Moses, does not exist within 
the new kingdom. You might say that 
the removal of law has pulled the 
fangs of sin. Sin still exists, but with- 
out law it has no power to put todeath. 
"For the law of the Spirit of life in 
Christ Jesus has made me free from 
the law of sin and death'' (Rom. 8:2). 


All wrongdoing is sin, according to 
1 John 4:17, and it continues even while 
in Christ But the great difference 
between sin in the old age and sin in 
the new age is this thing called LAW! 
Law legally establishes man a sinner . 
Righteousness imputed to sinners 
establish them as "righteous'' For 
this reason grace cainot coexist with 
law in a legal system. They cannot 
be made ‘mutually inclusive" as some 
phrase it, because they have exact 
opposite effects. They are poles apart 
and the difference is the difference 
between life and death: "'... for the 
written code kills, but the Spirit gives 
life’ (If Cor. 3:6). Again we call on 
Nygren for comment: 


One cannot continue under the law 
without continuing under the old 
bondage. He who stands under the 
law also stands under sin, There- 
fore we could never be justified 
by way of the law. If justification 
is to mean anything, we must 
accept in all seriousness the 
statement that the Christian is 
"free from thelaw. If we continue 
in bondage to law, we are sill 
under the wrath of God and belong 
to the old aeon, which falls short 
of the righteousness of God. As 
justified, we are free from the 
law. We are not under the law, 
but under grace. Paul has certi- 
fied that again and again... (op cit, 
page 267 }) 


Could this be wnat John had in mind 
when he wrote, ''No one who abides in 
him sins; no one who sins has either 
seen him or known him.. .No one born 


of God commits sin; for God's nature 
abides in him, and he cannot sin be- 
cause he is born of God" (1 John 3:5, 
19)? Since John also informs us very 
emphatically that all men sin, and to 
deny it makes one a liar, then he 
must be referring to sin under law 
and sin under grace. Under a legal 
code "there is a sin which is mortal", 
but under grace "there is sin whichis 
not mortal" (1 John 4:16, 17), which 
seems to harmonize with H Cor. 3:6. 


Thus far we haven't been too careful 
to avoid the implication that the flesh- 
ly man belongs to the new age. The 
fact is, he doesn't! ‘Flesh and blood 
cannot inherit the kingdom of heaven" 
(1 Cor. 15:50); and "those in the flesh 
cannot please God'' (Rom. 8:8). The 
nature of the flesh and the nature of 
the spiritual man are incompatible 
(Rom. 8:7). Therefore, the fleshly man 
must remain under the law of sin and 
death while the inner spiritual man 
lives in the freedom of the Spirit of 
life. 


But how could the Jews escape the 
eternal death of the soul since they 
lived under a legal code which strictly 
forbade sin? How could God forgive 
sins under a legal system, bearing in 
mind that God's law is immutible? 


Here is where we see the "grace" of 
God working even under the law of 
Moses, for within that legal system 
we find a built-in remedy for sin in 
the animal sacrifice. This was nota 
permanent removal of sin, but you 
might say that ein was held in abey- 
ance and prevented it from becoming 
chargeable until the Real Sacrifice 
could be offered for permanent re- 
moval (Heb. 10:1-4, 14; H Cor. 5:21). 
When Jesus was set forth as an ''ex- 
piation'' for sin, this allowed God to 
remain true to his attribute of justice 
and at the same time declare right- 
eousness upon those who believe in 
Christ (Rom. 3:25). This was to in- 
clude the Gentiles who lived "without 
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the law'' and also the Jews who lived 
"under the law" (Rom. 2:12-16). 


With this in mind Paul could say, 


Blessed is he whose transgression 
is forgiven, whose sin is covered. 
Blessed is the man to whom the 
Lord imputes no iniquity (Rom. 4: 
7,8; Psalms 32:1, 2). 


Or, "Blessed is the man to whom the 
Lord will not charge sin to his ac- 
count''". This is also the same as say— 
ing, ‘Blessed is the man to whom the 
Lord imputes righteousness." If God 
does not impute sin, then righteous- 
ness is the only other alternative. 
Both Paul and the Psalmist say the 
same thing. 


This passage in Psalms has another 
great value in that it teaches that what 
is imputed is not a "quality" infused 
into the soul of the sinner, constituting 
his right relationship with God. If 
man isa sinner before imputation and 
a sinner ''after’ imputation (none is 
righteous, no, not one"), then imputa= 
tion didn't change the quality of his 


soul; otherwise he wouldn't be asinner 
afterwards. The imputation of God's 
righteousness affects the  sinner's 
relationship with God and has nothing 
to do with the transference of divine 
quality from God to man. imputation is 
a "declarecd'' state, a "'counted the 
same as", "reckoned to be" state. 
Note too that a state or condition can 
never be imputed toone who is already 
in that state or condition. For example, 
righteousness can not be imputed to 
one who is already righteous, nor can 
sin be {mputed to a sinner. These are 
natural states. 


In this relationship the ainner ‘ives 
before God as does Jesus Himselt, "for 
you have died, and your life is hid with 
Christ in God" (Col. 3:3), and the 
atoning blood of Jesus cleanses us 
from all sin (1 John 1:7). The manner 
in which we discussed the ‘'oneness'' 
of the body of Adam is to be understood 
in the Body of Christ. 


in summary let me re-cover the part 
I consider the most important; and 
again I call upon Anders Nygren, to 
whom we owe much for the thoughts 
presented in this lesson: 


"To Paul death is 'the last enemy' (1 Cor. 15:26), the terrifying ruler 
who gathers in his hands a]l threads of the old aeon; it bears the scepter 
in absolute sovereignty. But death has that power only with the help of 
sin. Sin is the weapon, the 'sting', which death uses to bring humanity 


under its dominion. 


But sin, in turn, would not have such power. were 


it not for the law. Only after the law had come could sin abound as 
sin; so Paul can call the law simply 'the power of sin.’ When these 
powers hold together, man is lost beyond redemption" (op cit. p. 265, 266). 


In view of this it is quite evident tha: 
the Christian owes his life to the fact 
that he is not under law. To be wnder 
law is to be under the power of sin, 
which means death. In Christ the 
Christian is not under this condemna- 
tion because he is not under a con- 
demning law. As Jesus himself said 
of the believer, ''...HE DOES NOT 
COME INTO CONDEMNATION but has 
passed from death to life {John 5:24, 
caps mine) 
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After spending the seventh chapter of 
Romans telling of the disasterous 
effects of law, Paul exclaimed, "Wretch- 
ed man that I am! Who will deliver 
me from this body of death?" and then 
he answers his own question, ''Thanks 
be to God through Jesus Christ our 
Lord" (7:24,25). Through Christ is 
freedom from law and freedom from 
the body of death. Consequently, 
"Therefore there is now no condemn- 
ation for those who are in Christ 


{turn to bottom of page 14) 


An Open Letter to My Pastors 


ALLEN HOLDEN, Jr. 
Sen Diego, Coilfornio 


From INTEGRITY. Avril 1974 





Dear Elders: 

I just wanted to drop you a nute and 
let you know that I am genuinely thank- 
ful to God for each one of you. Being 
under your oversight these past few 
years has been a real blessing to me, 
and I wanted to letyouknowin a public 
way thatI have been touched and edified 
by this experience. I hope you don't 
mind my sharingthese sentiments with 
other people; I believe that they might 
also be helped by hearing about the 
good you are doing for men and for 
others. 

There are a number of things that 
you gentlemen have done that have 
meant a lot to me. I've noticed that 
you aren't afraid to do things that are 
innovative and different, and I believe 
that the congregation is muchthe better 
because of this courage. You were the 
only onesin this areawho were willing 
to sponsor a nursery school one day a 
week for neighborhood children, an 
action that was not without criticism, 
and I am thankful that you did. I also 
think of the small discussion groups 
(‘Partners in Preaching”) and other 
imaginative small group experiences 
to which you gave your backing, and 
which have drawn the congregation 
closer together in avery tangible and 
beautiful way. You've been willing to 
try some different things in the wor- 
ship, and have allowed song leaders 
to experiment with techniques to make 
our singing and praise more touching, 
which in other places would be con- 
sidered too “‘different’’ even to consid- 
er. In fact, it was one of you who 
conducted an experiment in scripture 
reading and communion that left me 
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uplifted and drawn back to the cross 
as I have seldom experienced before. 


MORE EVIDENCE OF COURAGE 


Actually, the list is too Jong to enu- 
merate—the deacons who have been 
appointed who were deeply spiritual 
men but a little atypical in some ways, 
she unusual workshops you've sponsor- 
ed that have involved much planning, 
foresight and prayer, and the countless 
individuals you have made to feel loved 
and important. I admire you for being 
willing to oversee the Young People's 
Lectureship this past year, despite 
the fact that it tooka lot of time, money, 
and guts (who knows what one of these 
hippy~ radical-freaks is going to say 
in therpulpit?). And I'm sure that this 
is only apartial list—you've been doing 
visionary things for years before I 
came here, and are even now launching 
out on faith in areas that E am not 
aware of. 

It's been my observation that you 
men aren't afraid to stand up and say 
what you feel, where in the same situ- 
ation I might say nothing, in the interest 
of peace and tranquility. I am thinking 
of the time recently when one of the 
area preachers was all upset about 
some of theprofessorsat our Christian 
colleges, and was insisting that we 
must do something about them. Your 
catm and reasoned defense of these 
men, whom you had heard and knew to 
be God's people, was an inspiration to 
me. 

Or there was the time when some 
members of the congregation were 





-_ 


worried about the number of people who 
were reading some "questionable" 
brotherhood publicationsand weretry- 
ing to force you to "take a stand” in 
this regard. I'm not sure I have the 
love to sit there patiently listening to 
eachof them and trying hard tounder- 
stand their feelings, or if I have the 
strength to refuse to be forced to take 
a position that is not fair or necessary 
even if it meant that some of these 
brethren might leave the congregation, 
taking with them a sizeable amount of 
the church's financial support. And 
there are many other occasions thaf 
convince me that you are men of faith, 
whose courage and agape | admire. 


It also means a lot to me that you 
have not been forcing your ideas and 
dreams on the congregation, but have 
made a special point to insure that 
the desires of the men and women of 
this community of faith determine 
what we do as a church. You are using 
committees extensively to get input 
and action on such diverse items as 
worship, mission work, the preacher's 
salary and the educational program. 
I don't see you trying to act as the 
all-wise dictator, making all the 
decisionsfor everybody else no matter 
what they think. You aren't afraid to 
hear from thechurch—not only through 
these committees, but through ques- 
tlonnaires and personal contact as 
well. This is not to say that you aren't 
leading the church, for in a very real 
sensey ouare exercising a most loving 
concerned and visionary leadership. 
I see you leading by virtue of the way 
you are living lives that are clearly 
God-fearing, Christ-like and Spirit- 
inspired. When you make a suggestion 
give an admonition or announce a new 
work, I am interested in it because I 
know what kind of men you are, and 
following you is not a burden or a 
duty, but isa joy. In the true sense 
of the word, you are pastors—shep- 
herds—and when a loving shepherd 
leads the way, we sheep are glad to 
follow, knowing that you have experi- 
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ence and wisdom, are looking out for 
our welfare, and are yourselves fol- 
lowing the Great Shepherd. 


Even though all of the above is import- 
ant and true, the single thingfor which 
Yam most thankful is the way that you 
nave accepted me, warts and all. Iam 
only too aware of my own deficiences 
and shortcomings, and I have a lot of 
rough edges that need sanding and a lot 
of blemishes that need to be covered. 
Because of my youth and idealism, I 
am impatient and frustrated, addicted 
to change and alniost allergic to the 
status quo. But, in spite of all this, 
and so much more, you have welcomed 
me into this spiritual community, and 
have used me, challenged me, and in- 
volved me in meaningful service. 


This doesn't mean that I agree with 
everything that you have said or done— 
I can't even agree with my wife on 
everything; how could I completely 
agree with fivemenwho are so differ- 
ent from me (and from each other)? 
But this does mean that your accepting 
me, and my accepting you, is based 
on something deeper and more profound 
than being in complete agreement—we 
are adopted by the same Father, trust- 
ing in the same Christ, and bornof the 
same Spirit. 


And, because we love each other. I 
feel free to come to you with my con- 
victions and beliefs, even if they don't 
coincide with yours. When I have done 
this, and you have listened carefully, 
we always understand each other much 
better. So if § can't take part in a cer- 
tain activity or support a certain pro- 
ject, you know that it isa matter of 
conscience with me, for I have told 
you how Iarrived at that understanding 
of scripture, and you are assured that 
my abstention is not an ornery show of 
disrespect. If anything, I respect you 
all the more, for I care enough about 
you to tell you exactly where I stand 


and just what I think God's will in this 
area ls, and I am assured that you 
won't force me to do something that 


would violate my conscience and make 


me feel like I had sinned (Rom. 14). 
Not only can! be honest with you, but 
Tam assured thatyou will tell me when 
you think something I am doing violates 
God's desires. 


In closing, I'd like to tell you some- 
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DEMYTHOLOGIZING - from page 5 


Campbell's definition of a Christian 
is valid; ''Everyone that believes in 
his heart that Jesus is the Messiah, 
the Son of God; repents of his sins, 
and obeys him in all things according 
to his measure of knowledge of his 
will.” An obedient heart is absolutely 
essential, while perfect performance 


=. 
-— —_ — 


thing that isvery dear to me. Not many 
people know it, but one of my highest 
goals ls for the Holy Spirit to some day 
appoint me an overseer in one of his 
assemblies, and, should that occur, I 
would count it an honor to have the 
freshness, courage, faith, love and 
vision that you men have. 


May God continue to bless and fill each 
one of you, = 


it 
—_ —- 


is desirable but not possible, nor is it 
absolutely essential to God's approval. 
It is by grace we are saved, not by 
perfectly keeping one or all the com- 
mandments, including baptism by 
immersion. = 


103 Benham Street 
Bonne. Terre, MO 63628 





THE PROPAGATION OF ADAM'S “KINO” 


- continued from page 11 


Jesus" (8:1). Only by being free from 
law could such a declaration be made. 


To some it probably seems contradic- 
tory to say that we are "free from 
sin" when in fact we continue to sin, 
or to say we are ''free from law'' when 
the "just demand” of the law. is upon 
all humanity. Truly it would be con- 
tradictory if we looked to ourselves 
tor the answers. The answer to ali 
our theological paradoxes is to be 
found in Christ and his "work" for us 
on the cross. Yet our "oneness" with 
him is so solidified that we can now 
say with Paul, ‘it is not I who live, but 
Christ who lives in me. . ."" (Gal. 2:20); 
and what a sobering though Paul pre~ 
sents to us in Philippians 1:20, 21, 
,. but that with full courage now as 
always Christ will be honored in my 
body, whether by life or by death. 


For to me to live is Christ...'' Every 
Christian should be able to say the 
same thing of himse)f because, 'for 
us to live’'in this present world is the 
same as if Christ were living in the 
world, and the face we present is as 
it were the faceof Christ himself. We 
are Christ's in the world! 


Think on these things! The Holy Spirit 
of God makes his abode in his children, 
and notice this: "If the Spirit of him 
who raised Jesus from the dead dwells 
in you, he who raised Christ Jesus 
from the dead will give life to your 
mortal bodies also through his Spirit 
which dwells in you" (Rom. 8:]1}. This 
means that the power of our bodily 
resurrection dwells within us, NOW! 
What power! What undeserved grace! 


(to be continued) 
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The Editor Of ‘‘E.F.”’ 
Asks Some Questions 


THE BIBLE WAY November, 1977 


A REPLY TO PERVIE NICHOLS 


- Editor 


In the November issue of The Bible 
Way, Pervie Nichols answered all of 
our questions submitted through the 
E. F. on the matter of whether or 
not the Church of Christ is a denomi- 
nation. Let me say first that I am 
firmly convinced that we who call 
ourselves the Church of Christ do 
really and truly belong to that church 
of which Jesus said "upon this rock I 
will build...'’ established on the day 
of Pentecost. But I cannot accept the 
teaching that we alone constitute the 
totality of that church. I take no 
delight in such a discussion, and it 
wouldn't be necessary if brethren 
would do a little thinking and a little 
soul-searching on their own. It should 
be obvious that we occupy the same 
position within the religious world as 
do all others who claim to be part of 
the true church of Christ. 


However, Bro. Nichols maintains 
Otherwise. He believes that we who 
have labeled (denominated) ourselves 
the "Church of Christ", (or, "The 
Lord's church") are God's only true 
church on earth. When brethren want 
to soften the implication of the above 
they will use the term "The Lord's 
church"; but in so doing they show 
that they recognize that the term 
Church of Christ has a denominational] 
ring which is the way the majority of 
the religious world see us. 


Bro. Nichols took issue with my first 
statement of the subject when I men- 
tioned that someone predicted that if 
the Church of Christ continues on its 
present course that by the year 2000 
it would cease to exist. My reply to 
that prediction was that the church of 
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Christ (meaning the church of Mat. 16: 
18) would never cease to exist but the 
denomination Church of Christ could 
very well cease. Denominations may 
come and go but the church of God will 
be here until the end. I am convinced 
that when Jesus said that heaven and 
earth would pass away but his word 
would not, means that the church 
would exist continually from the day 
of Pentecost until the end of time, and 
there is no scripture that teaches 
otherwise. From Adam to Christ (the 
starlight” and "moonlight" ages), 
there was never a period of time in 
which no saved peopie existed upon 
the earth. Since with Christ came the 
"sunlight" age, are we to conclude 
that the church flourished for a short 
season and then went into total 
eclipse? To me that seems inconsist- 
ent with what the scriptures teach 
concerning the permanency of the 
church. It suggests that God may 
have misjudged the times, that the 
time had not fully come for Him to 
send Jesus into the world and should 
have waited until about A. D. 1800! 


Our first five questions deals with the 
same subject, so in this article we 
will list these and then deal with Bro. 
Nichols’ answers. 


1. Since its establishment on Pente- 
cost, has the true church of Christ 
ever ceased to exist? 


2. Did it exist between the approxi- 
mate dates, A.D. 606 and 1805? 


3. If the church of Christ existed be- 
tween these two periods, tell us when 
who, and where. 


4. Mf the true church of Christ "died 
out'', could it not do so again? 


9. Did Alexander Campbell restore 
the true church of Christ? 


ANSWERS BY NUMBER 


1. Answer: The Scriptures foretold that the time weuld 
come-when God's children would cease to adhere to sound 
doctrine, that there would come a falling away from the 
New Testament order of things. (See Acts 20:28-30; 2Thes. 
2:1-10; 1Tim. 4:1-4; 2Tim. 4:1-5; Jude 3.) History reveals 
the filfillment of these and other Scriptures. 

2. Answer: There is no historical record of the 
true church’s existence during this period. However, since 
the church is composed of individual Christians, there is a 
possibility that small numbers of true Christians met in 
secret, in catacombs, etc, Bul we have no adequate record 
of such, Evidently the editor thinks he can ‘‘rattle an 
unbroken chain’’ of church succession all the way back to 
the first century. And he would include in the succession 
secterial denominations started by the '‘Reformers’’. This 
is another attempt to justify denominationalism. Tracing a 
succession of congregations back te the first century is 
not necessary in order te have a New Testament church 
now. For instance, if there were a certain kind of 
watermelon in Alabama but none in California, would one 
have to grow a watermelon vine or a succession of vines all 
the way to California in order to have one there like thase 
in Alabama? No. Simply take some of the seed from here 
to California and plant them, giving them the same 
conditions and care, and the seeds will produce a 
watermelon just like those in Alabama. Likewise, Gdd's 
word will produce Christians and congregations now as in 
the first century when planted in the hearts of sinners and 
cultivated. God’s word is the seed of the kingdom. Lk. 
8:11. 

3. Answer: This is answered in number 2. 

4. Answer: Yes. 

$. Answer: No. The church of Christ existed here before 
A. Campbell came to this country. 

His answer to question £ is somewhat 
less than positive, but from what he 
SayS we can Only conclude that his 
reply is "yes." He iists several 
scriptures and says that history re-~ 
veals the fulfillment of these andother 
scriptures. Let's note these script- 
ures. Acts 20:28+30 speaks of those 
‘wolves'’' who would enter in among 
them to draw away disciples. But this 
makes no mention at all of the total 
eclipse of the church in later times. 
2 Thes. 2:1~-10 describes the man of 
lawlessness and Says that Christ will 
not come unless the"'rebellion’ comes 
first. According to Bro. Nichols the 
rebellion has already come Since he 
believes the church ceased to exist 
for approximately 1200 years. Can 
there be any greater rebellion than the 
total apostasy of the church? If Bro. 
Nichols be right, Christ should have 
come already ! 
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In 1 Tim. 4:1-4 Paul informs Timothy 
that in"'latter times SOME will] depart 
from the faith..." History has cer- 
tainly revealed the fulfillment of this 
prophecy, for ''some'’ —but not all~ 
departed from the faith. In 2 Tim. 4: 
1-5 Paul prophecies that the time 
would come when people would not 
endure "sound doctrine"; but this has 
been true of all ages, even now. Jude 
3 says “contend for the faith’, and 
on this we can all agree. 


itmwhere in these passages is there 
any indication that the church would 
in time become totally apostate. They 
speak of a "declining" in faithfulness 
and in purity of doctrine, but not total 
extinction. Y know of no reputable 
scholar who interprets these verses 
as does Bro. Nichols. Adam Clarke 
endorses the comments of Bishop 
Newton concerning the apostasy of 1 
Tim, 4:1-4: 


For, though it be said only some 
shall apostatize, yet by some 
here many are understood. The 
Original word frequently signifies 
a multitude and there areabundant 
instances in Scripture where it is 
used in that sense...This apostasy 
may be general and extensive, and 
include many but not all. 
—Clarke's Commentary, Vol. 6 


Many other such comments could be 
introduced, but it seems too immater- 
ial since these passages speak for 
themselves. 


Bro. Nichols says "there is a possi- 
bility that small numbers of true 
Christians met in secret, incatacombs, 
etc.'' Is this not the church? What is 
the church except "true Christians ?" 
Here Bro. Nichols reveals some lack 
of faith in his own interpretation of 
scripture. Consider this: If the pos- 
sibility exists that a small number of 
true Christians met in secret, how 
can Bro. Nichols say that "history 
reveals the fulfillment of these and 
other scriptures" which he interprets 
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to mean the total cessation of the 
church? It would seem that if his in- 
terpretation of "falling away'’ means 
total apostasy, then we should be able 
to state positively that true Christians 
did not exist! If "some" means '"'total" 
then there is no POSSIBILITY that 
"true Christians met in secret". But 
where you find true Christians you 
find the church. 


I think we can appreciate the difficulty 
that Bro. Nichols has in answering 
these questions. For him to maintain 
the traditional Church of Christ view 
that we're the ONLY true church, he 
must argue for the total non-existence 
of the church between the approximate 
dates, A. D. 606 and 1805, even though 
he will benevolently allow its possible 
existence by tucking it away in som 

secret place. But he can't bring it ov’ 
into the open for observation and study 
because we might find them to be dit- 
ferent from us, and in our ''theology" 
no one can be different from us and 
still be a partof the true church! Bro. 
Nichols recognizes the import of the 
question, for, even though I have made 
no application to denominationalism 
he sees that to admit the true church 
existed, not being connected with our 
“restoration movement", would open 
the door for denominations to enter 
the true church and that they werea 
part of the church before we came 
along. This our theology cannoi allow. 


Therefore, Bro. Nichols must take 
the unscholarly position that the true 
church totaily apostatized in about A. 
D. 606 (at the appointment of a Pope 
over the church), otherwise he would 
have to admit that religious groups 
other than ourselves may be a part of 
the true church of Christ. Not only is 
Bro. Nichols’ position unscriptural, 
it is anti-scriptural. If ever the time 
comes when the earth holds no saved 
people, there would be no purpose for 
its continuation andChristwould come 
according to 2 Thes. 2:1-10. 
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Bro. Nichols uses the 'watermelon 
vine" illustration to support his con— 
tention that the church died out for 
«bout 1200 years. His theology wiil 
allow for the continuance of the word 
in seed’ form but not in "church" 
form. He uses a good illustration and 
2e is correct in saying that it is not 
necessary to establish an unbroken 
chain from the present back to the 
'irst century. However, his correct- 
ness does not prove his point. 


First of all I see no necessity at all 
for an organizational connection be- 
tween us and those of another century 
before we can say the church existed 
in that century. It is not necessary 
far us to search back for a church 
with elders, deacons, paid-preacher, 
educational director, that meets on 
Sunday morning, Sunday evening, and 
Wednesday. The church can, has, and 
does exist in the absence of all these 
identifying characteristics. If the 
gospel ispreached toa groupof climb- 
ers on top of Mt. Everest and two of 
them respond and are baptized, the 
true church of Christ exists on top of 
Mt. Everest—and you would be hard 
pressed to find an "organization" 
among them. Therefore, it is not 
essential to trace our organizational 
‘ineage back to dark ages in order for 
t' » church to have existed in those 
ages Faith is that which connects us 
to all preceeding generations. 


In reference to answer #5, we were 
making no attempt to pin it down to an 
exact date; but since Bro. Nichols said 
the "true" church existed in this coun- 
try before Alexander Campbell, I can 
only wish he had been more specific. 


Now, seriously, can anyone really 
believe that the "'true™ church didn't 
exist from the "falling away" in A.D. 
606 until the "restoration" in about 
1800? This is just an example of the 
problems our sectarian exclusiveness 
can create. {to be continued) 


Doctrine and Opinion 


Buff Scott, Jr. 


1003 Pilot Avenue 
Cherokee, IA 51012 


It would be inappropriate to conclude 
that our brothers who disagrec with 
uS On various issues, or who hold 
opinions that are not in accord with 
ours, are factious and creating dis- 
sentions. Nor are we to assume that 
they are in opposition to the teachings 
of the scriptures and rebelling against 
the sacred words of our Lord Jesus 
Christ. If a brother is factious be- 
cause his views do not measure up to 
our own limited understanding, every 
brother, regardless of his sincerity, 
is equally divisive and Msobedient for 
no two have parallel agreements on 
every question. 





That differences are as much a part 
of the commonwealth of believers as 
agreements, alid are to a great extent 
healthy and vital, no rational student 
of the sacred writings will deny. Even 
the apostles disagreed. Yet they re- 
mained in the fellowship. Whether 
they disagreed in matters of faith 
(doctrine) or matters of opinion is 
beside the question. The fact is they 
disagreed. Every view that runs 
counter to my way of thinking is an 
opinion. To be matters of faith they 
must concur with my own views. And 
here is one of our greatest hang-ups; 
for what is faith to one is opinion to 
another and what is opinion to one is 
faith to another. What is the answer 
to this never-ending predicament? 


Perhaps tnere is no surefast answer. 
And it really isn't important enough 
to get ali worked up about. My per- 
sonal feeling (opinion) is that as long 
as a brother professes Jesus as the 
Messiah and demonstrates that pro- 
fession by love and compassion in all 
things, he is my brother and in the 
fellowship of the saints irrespective 
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of his varied views. It will do no good 
to quote Romans 16:17; 2 Thess. 3:6; 
and I Tim. 6: 3-5, for what teaches 
too much on a given topic teaches 
nothing of any consequezice. 


The passages listed above were re- 
cently used by an “eldership” in Har- 
rison, Arkansas to excommunicate 
two brethren who are apparently a 
little mixed up on prophecies concern- 
ing the kingdom, spiritual marriage, 
and the new heaven and new earth. 
Neither passage is a 42nd-cousin to 
the views expressed by these good 
brethren. I dsagree with their pro- 
phetic notions, yes; but they have not 
denied their Lord and my guess is 
that they still love their brothers or 
they would not be interested in sharing 
their "newly discovered truths" with 
them, Lord forbid that I should de- 
clare judgment upon the elders who 
took the actfon, but one cannot help 
but wonder if Paul's admonition for 
toleration in this case is missing, as 
it seems to be ina great many cases 
when Churchof Christ elders find that 
their orthodox positions are being 
threatened as well as challenged. 


Some of the richest literary minds in 
the field of scriptural exegesis and 
research disagree as to the exact 
meaning of most prophecies. There- 
fore the meaning of most prophecies 
are notclearly and distinctly revealed. 
Anything aH s not clearly and dis- 
tinctly taught should not interfere with 
brotherhood. This was the principle 
the Campbells held, as well as many 
contemporary "fathers.'' Prophecy 
is a touchy and complicated subject. 
Find me two men who have a parallel 
understanding of all the prophecies in 
Daniel and Revelations, for example, 
and I'll show you two robots who have 
been programmed to think and act 
precisely alike? Too many of us are 
inclined to take some item of prophecy 
and fit it into some current event only 
to discover in time that it has nothing 
at all to do with that event. 





We should never cease striving to 
correct minunderstandings and "'for- 
eign yiews."’ But excommunicating 
those whose views are foreign to us 
is not now, nor ever was, the solution 
to our divided state. Judging from 
my own experiences and observations, 
Iam disposed to believe that '’elder- 
Ships'’' themselves are oftentimes 
guilty of a divisive spirit when they 
"disfellowship"' honest brethren for 
holding to and teaching some view that 
did not have its genesis in Church of 
Christ journals or "Bible Lesson 
Quarterlies,'’ which to me are creed 
books. I suggest for consideration 
that a doctrine radically taught, and 
which becomes an obsessed item of 
teaching that a religious party pivots 
around, is a creed employed in the 
sectarian way, whether it be immer- 
sion in water, instrumental music, 
premillennialism, or a host of other 
things I do not hesitate to affirm that 
the average Church of Christ, under the 
hierarchical function of the'’eldership” 
and ''minister”’, is guilty. Remove 
immersion in water, instrumental 
music, and the ‘'one church" doctrine, 
and most ministers would be forced 
to make aclean sweep of the sacred 
documents in an effort to find new 
sermon material. The few who clim: 
above and beyond the meager spiritua} 
diet are usually classified weirdo's 
and renegades whose "education" has 
spoiled them. Ignorance that is bog- 
ged down in a rut and without motiva- 
tion cannot tolerate mental growth. It 
is paranoid in that there is an uncon- 
scious feeling of threat. Feeling 
threatened, it will strike out and 
devour anything that makes it feel 
uncomfortable. Love becomes con- 
spicuous because of its absence! Hate 
and ill-will take the frontrow because 
of their lasting presence. Compassion 
is replaced by passion—passion for 
power andcontrol. And this reminds 
me of a quotation I read the other day: 
‘Love is the answer. Who cares what 
the question is?"' C4 
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WORDS 


Michael Hall 


The word "ministry;"' is it a noun or 
a verb? Isita noun that refers toa 
high ranking office, a greatly desired 
"position'"' where one can throw his 
weight around and have people scram- 
ble to wait on him?? Or is ita VERB 
that indicates the adorning of the 
servants towel to minister and wait on 
others ?? 


'Leadership;"' is it a noun that speaks 
of the place where one can exercise 
dominion over others? Or could it be 
a VERB to indicate one who shows the 
way and serves the way that others 
should follow? Is the leaders among 
Jesus’ people the ones who can snap 
the whip and make men jump or is it 
he who helps men to becomewhat they 
have the potential of becoming? Is 
leadership feeding the flock or fleecing 
the flock? 


“Church;"”’ is it an Organization to be 
served, supported, defended, protected 
and guarded against or is it an Organ- 
ism which functions to minister, heal, 
herald and care? ‘'Fellowship;” is it 
a too] to use to whip peopie into line 
with a party creed or is it an exciting 
partnership with brothers and sisters 
who are sharers of the grace of God 
in God's movement? 


WORDS are important, aren't they ? 
How we use them can determine our 
perspectives of the Christian m®ove~ 
ment. The new wine of God's presence 
and power is always iconoclastic to 
our traditions. Let the community of 
disciples beware lest we becomé so 
isolated and egocentric that we have 
no ministry to those to whom we are 
sent and lest we become merely an 
authoritarian Organization that seeks 
self-preservation as our total function. 

3004B Augusta Dr. 

Denton, Texas 
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EDITORIAL 





The “Five-Act” Liturgy 


I don't think any of us can deny that 
our religion has become building- 
centered; and neither can we deny that 
the emphasis placed upon those things 
which take place within the one-hour 
Sunday morning public worship ser- 
vice is way out of proportion to the 
emphasis placed upon the daily pre- 
sentation of our bodies as a living 
sacrifice, "which is your spiritual 
worship" (Rom. 12:1). Is God more 
pleased with ‘tpublic'' worship than he 
is with daily ''private'’ worship? Iam 
persuaded that the sin of neglecting 
orphans and widows, for example, is 
far greater than fouling up on one of 
our sacred "five items'’ of public 
worship; yet, the latter gets all the 
attention and becomes the subject of 
many disputes within the church. Our 
general membership seems to have 
difficulty conceiving of the church as 
existing apart from the ‘tassembly". 
But if they think that way, it is be- 
cause they have been either taught or 
led to think that way. Have you ever 
stopped to think that if we were to 
delete the one-hour Sunday service 
from our Christian lives we wouldn't 
have much toargue about?~-but neither 
would we have much Christianity left 
since we have the majority of it tied 
up in the one-hour public assembly. 


The thing that motivated this editorial 
was some questions asked this editor 
by another editor through his publica- 
tion. [In this he has lifted the curtain 
Oo; another serious problem existing 
within the Church of Christ which 
concerns our liturgy, the "five items" 
of worship. He asks: 


1. Do you believe that those who 
leave off one of the five acts of wor- 
ship on the first day of the week sin 
in so doing? 


2. Do you believe those who adda 
sixth sin in so doing? 


Unfortunately these were the "stump- 
the-editor"' type questions which were 
asked in reference to our article on 
"free churches." 


Obviously the editor has settled upon 
five acts of public worship (and this 
within itself evinces the out~of-pro- 
portion concern for "public'' worship) 
and feeis that "five’’ is the sacred 
humber. But where does the Bible 
specify five and/or limits the number 
to five items? Nowhere have the in- 
spired writers attempted to stipulate 
the exact number of ways to show 
public devotion to God. So, then, how 
did we arrive at the number "'five'’? 
By picking and choosing. We gleaned 
a little here and a little there, added 
this inference to that inference, com- 
bined this example with that inference 
and added a little "it must have been 
done this way", until we arrived at 
the sacred number "five'’. Does it 
surprise anyone that the scriptures 
do not specify a church liturgy. There 
must be a reason for it. We can't 
possibly exhaust the number of reasons 


in one editorial but I will attempt to 
list one or two reasons why the Lord 


has not been as specific .as brethren. 


Yes, the Bible teaches us to pray and 
there are examples of praying in a 
worship service. The Bible teaches 
us to partake of the Lord's Supper and 
there is an example (Acts 20:7) of it 
being done in a public assembly; even 
though there may be a question as to 
its frequency and the manner of ser- 
ving. Yes, the Bible teaches us to 
sing (Eph. 5:19; Col. 3:16, et al) and 
we have one example of singing in a 
public worship service, BUT WE DO 
NOT FOLLOW THE EXAMPLE! Paul 


said inl Corinthians 14:26, ''What then 
brethren? When you come together, 
EACH ONE HAS A HYMN (my caps) 
a lesson, a revelation, a tongue, or 
an interpretation. Let all things be 
done for edification”. If examples 
mean anvthing, then, instead of 
teaching congregational singing it 
teaches "solo" singing! Yet, some 
will declare solo singing a "liberal" 
practice. This is the only scripture 
in the N. T. which connects singing 
with a public worship service, and we 
don't follow it. In our "picking and 
choosing"’ we chose not to pick this 
one...yet brethren have made it one 
of our cardinal issues and split many 
churches over it. 


Now, to those who are sticklers for 
book, chapter, and verse for every- 
thing that takes place during the 
worship hour, have we not on occa- 
sions added a "sixth", and sometimes 
a'’seventh" item to the present five" ? 
For instance, where is the book, 
chapter, and verse for preaching an 
evangelistic sermon to an assembly 
of saints? Where is the biblical pre- 
cedence for performing the ceremony 
of baptism during the worship service? 
(Does this not blend "mission" with 
“worship''?) Where is the commani, 
example, or even inference where any 
“out - of -duty”’ Christian ever came 
forward to make a public confession 
during a public worship service? 


But brethren will insist that baptism 
is not an act of worship. Then why 
is this evangelisWc activity performed 
during the hour set aside for the ""feed- 
ing of the flock"? If this is not an 
act of worship, what is it? Since 
preachers devote so much time preach- 
ing baptism to the saints, and since 
the ceremony is conducted during the 
period of worship, it seems that we 
would either have to call it an "item" 
of worship or an "object" of worship, 
and I suspect the latter is closer to 
truth. We have knelt at the shrine of 
baptism for so long that we now give 


it equal billing along with our sacred 
"five items", only we cannot add the 
two together to make "six" for this 
would destroy our infallibility since 
we've always insisted on five items 
as being the scriptural number. 


Nowhere in the N.T. will we find an 
example where anapostle ever preach- 
ed a sermon on baptism...come to 
thing of it, when did an apostle ever 
preach a sermon to the saved? I am 
aware that the KJV said that Paul 
"preached" in Acts 20:7, but other 
versions more correctly render it 
"talked" (RSV), "addressed" (NEB) 
"speech" (Phillips). It is interesting 
to note that the RSV says that Paul 
talked "with" them. . .somewhat unlike 
our modern assemblies. 





If we count baptism and confession of 
faults as items of worship we now 
have ''seven''. To make it "eight'' we 
only have to add "testifying", as per 
i Corinthians 14:31, etal. Testifying, 
or "witnessing" within an assembly is 
greatly edifying, but we chose not to 
pick this one. 


I have saved the item of "giving" for 
last because it deserves some special 
consideration. How, pray tell, did 
"giving" ever become an item of public 
worship!? I realize that whenever 
one gives (from the heart) it is an act 
of worship, but so is every other act 
of charity. Not all charitable acts 
belong in the church as an item of 
public worship. The main prooftext 
for the inclusion of this item of wor- 
ship is 1 Corinthians 16:2, 3. 


On the first day of every week, 
each of you is to put something 
aside and store it up, as he may 
prosper, so that contributions 
need not be made when I come. 
And when I arrive, I will send 
those whom you accredit by letter 
to carry your gift to Jerusalem. 


First of all, scholars agree that this 








is a special collection made for the 
relief of the poor saints in Jerusalem. 
This fact alone should warn us not to 
use it as a binding prooftext. Now, 
look at how much we have to''assume"’ 
in order to make this an item of wor- 
ship. We have to assume that the 
Corinthians ''put something aside and 
stored up up" collectively instead of 
individually. We have to assume that 
the collection was brought to acentral 
location. We have to assume that it 
was the worship assembly. We have 
to assume that it was taken inside (the 
church building?). We have to assume 
that at some time during the worship 
service that it was dropped in thecol- 
lection basket. We have to assume 
that what was given was money. We 
have to assume that all our assump- 
tions are correct and then assume 
that this is to be imitated today as an 
"item*’ of public worship. Brother 
that is a lot of assuming! ! 


Personally { too believe that this 
special contribution was made on the 
first day of the week when the saints 
came together for worship, but it 
is only an opinion. Isn't it a little 
dangerous to base an item of worship 
On an opinion or an ''assumption''? 
And shouldza't we be somewhat hesitant 
to anathematize those who may have a 
different opinion? Certainly the Bible 
has a lot to say about giving, but the 
“siving'’ is to be done whenever the 
need arises and for us the need may 
arise more especially on the first day 
of the week. For the sake of conven- 
ienceand because it makes good sense 
our giving should be done on the first 
day of the week, but not as an item of 
public worship. Somehow it seems 
that ''public’ giving places us in the 
same category as the first century 
Pharisees who made a great show out 
of alms giving. Some congregations 
do not practice giving as an act of 
public worship, the collection being 
made either before or after the ser- 
vice, Still, giving is worship, but in 
the same sense as visiting the sick, 
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giving a cup of water, washing the 
feet of the saints, showing hospitality 
to strangers and anything else done in 
the service of the Lord. This whole 
business of counting "items" of wor- 
ship is ridiculous! Our one hour of 
devotion has been called "'check-list'' 
worship. I even heard one brother 
suggest in a business meeting that 
the church should print up a Sunday 
"program" to pass out to visitors so 
they could follow the ritual! Brethren 
our worship has already become a 
check-list ritual whether we print up 
tie program or not! 


In view of these foregoing remarks, 
and since the Bible does not specify 
any set order or number of ways in 
which we are to express our devotion 
to God, my answer to both of the 
editor's questions would have to be 
‘no’. To answer otherwise would be 
to bind where God has not bound, and 
the sin would liemore inthis direction 
than in the omission or addition of 
"items." Is it wrong then to have five 
items of worship? No, but the point 
is, what makes it right? and what 
would we have to do to make it wrong? 


RITUALISM 


Whenever a Set of "'acts''is performed 
over and over, in time it will develop 
into a ritual by the mere fact of repe- 
tition. Ritual worship is not worship 
from the heart, in fact, it is not 
worship atall and belongs in the same 
category as counting beads and saying 
"Hail Mary's". He who thinks that 
God is pleased with our methodical 
Sunday performance does not under- 
stand God, worship, or the purpose of 
worship. Worship must stem from the 
heart, but whena set of acts is acted 
out year after year, decade after de- 
cade, it loses whatever feelings that 
may have been in the heart at the 
beginning; then it becomes meaning- 
less. The public worship service was 
never intended to give God a spiritual 

(turn to page 16) 


THE POWER STRUGGLE 


W. CARL KETCHERSIDE. 


One does not need to be especially 
astute to learn that what our brethren 
refer to as 'the Lord’s church" is in 
a sorry state. Letters have gone out 
and articles have been printed to 
warn that whereas we enjoyed the 
smiles of heaven for a brief period 
and becamethe fastest growing church 
in America, we have now been toppled 
from the pinnacle and plunged to 12th 
place. This means there are eleven 
other sects now enjoying greater 
popularity than our own. When we 
were ''top dog"’ upon the score chart, 
the Lord was blessing us. Now Satan 
is working overtime.to push others of 
his own choice to the forefront. Any 
time anyone passes us it is Satan in 
the saddle and the Lord is in deep 
trouble. 


-While various reasons for ovr tumble 


from the summit are given by brother 
hood "‘odds-makers'' it could be that 
Brother Revel Lemmons has found the 
contaminated spring from which we 
have been drinking, causing us to have 
the shakes and weak trembles. In an 
editorial in Firm Foundation, for Jan- 
uary 3!, ovr good brother expresses 


‘the idea that authoritative and power- 


hungry elders have made a shambles 
of the cause. He makes the sweeping 
statement that practically every con- 
gregation in the brotherhood has split 


‘at least once, and many more than 
-once.'' He affirms; ''We believe that 


a little research would establish that 
practically al] congregational troubles 
and most of our preacher firings and 
quittings are the result of power 


‘struggles, and that most of them are 


precipitated by ‘ruling’ elders." 


He also said he did not realize as late 
as last summer that ''conditions were 
as sick as they are.’' To illustrate 


how sick they are, one Tennessee 
brother wrote that his elders had 
withdrawn from him, and notified him 
that before they would even talk to 
him, he "would have to go before the 
church and make a public confession, 
and say that Revel Lemmons was 
teaching a false doctrine." It is now 
apparent that Lemmonism is going to 
join what a lotof rabid fans of Brother 
Lemmons have been wont to call 
"*Ketcherside-ism"”. Now anyone who 
accepts ''Lemmons-aid" in his expla- 
nations will be tossed out of the syna- 
gogue by the Pharisees. Brother 
Lemmons prays, "Oh, God, deliver 
us from knuckleheadedness!'' That is 
the way f used to feel when he wrote 
me up without knowing what I was 
really saying about fellowship. 


I want to make a few suggestions. 
Things may net: beas bad as they seem. 
There is no real reason for equating 
"the brotherhood" with the body of our 
precious Lord. The brotherhood is 
composedof those who are legal heirs 
of a project launched by sincere 
Presbyterians and others, to unite the 
Christians in all of the sects. It is 
not now and never has been the church 
which God purchased with the blood of 
His own. The project failed miserably. 
Not only did it not unite the Christians 
in al) of the sects but now "practically 
every congregation in the brotherhood 
has split at least once, and many more 
than once.” But this does not mean 
that the church of God is fractured 
and fragmented. 


It is still composed of every saved 
person on this earth. All of them are 
possess the Spirit of God. He lives 
in them and abides in them. They are 
one in the Spirit, they are one in the 
Lord! They never have trusted in 


elders as the hope of their righteous- 
ness. They have not trusted in preach- 
ers much either, and it isa good thing. 
Their hope is built on nothing less 
than Jesus blood and righteousness. 
The family of God is bigger than any 
movement in it, and that includes the 
restoration movement. 


I doubt that authoritarian elders will 
affect the church of the living God too 
seriously. Throwing a pebble in a 
creek does not create a tidal wave in 
the ocean, even if the creek is a 
tributary to the ocean. Elders in 
congregations may get drunk with sight 
of power, and bruise and batter some 
of the saints. But persecution never 
really weakens, whether it is perpe- 
trated by the pope Rome injudiciously 


created, or by some of the lesser ones 
who have been cranked out by our 
System. 


I am happy and hopeful because I no 
longer pin my hopes on the rise and 
fall of a religious party on the popu- 
larity scale. I am not the least bit 
interested in where we appear in the 
religious Dow Jones averages. Let 
those who have invested their hOpes 
on the sectarian stock market keep 
track of our ratings. I have been de- 
livered from that whole bali of wax. I 
belong only to Jesus. Whatever happens 
to systems, sects, parties and plat- 
forms does not disturb me. I am His 
and He is mine! Praise His name! 


139 Signal Hill Drive 
Saint Louis, MO 63121 


The Editor Of ‘‘E.F.”’ 
Asks Some Questions 


THE BIBLE WAY Movember, 1977 


A REPLY TO PERVIEZ NICHOLS 


Before looking at bro. Nichols' an- 
swers in this issue there was a point 
overlooked inthe past issue that needs 
comment. In answering question No.2, 
bro. Nichols said, "This is another 
attempt to justify denominationalism”. 
He says it again in this issue. At the 
conclusion of his answering essay he 
said, 'Dear reader (his, rlk), perhaps 
you have observed that bro. Kilpatrick’ 
questions are simply an attempt to 
justify denominations and their false 
doctrines, and false teachers in the 
church of Christ." 


Since beginning this discussion I have 
gone on record a number of times 
saying that religious division is wrong, 
Sinful, a disgrace, an insuit to God, 
and a violation of the Lord's Garden 
prayer. How, in view of this, can bro. 
Nichols interpret my efforts as an 
attempt to justify denominationalism ? 
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The point that Pervie overlooks is that 
mir divisions within the Church of 
Christ is just as sinful as others, and 
if anything I'm trying to justify US! 


The line of thought which I have been 
following in these discussions is that 
our 20th Century Church of Christ is 
just as guilty of causing and maintain- 
ing religious division as any of those 
we refer to as denominations, that 
within our Restoration churches there 
are at least 2¢ internal divisions which 
came about due to doctrinal differences 
and/or practice which by any standard 
of logic places us on the same level 
with all other divisions within Christ- 
endom. Bro. Nichols thus far has 
failed to address himself to these 
matters and continues to deal with an 
"ideal'’ concept of church. In this 
discussion I am more concerned with 
our relationship to the "'true” church 
of Christ and our religious neighbors. 
I like to think that I know the identify - 
ing marks of the N. T. church as well 
as Pervie, as do most others; there- 
fore, it serves no great purpose and 
solves none of the problems tocontinue 
discussing the church in terms of 

{turn to page 10, col. 2) 


Rebutta 








(RESPONSE TO AN EXEGESIS OF 2 JOHN 9 
BY DALLAS BURDETTE, E.F., JAN. 78) 


“Cp ¥ of Christ” 


By Steve Williams 


It is argued by some that the "doctrine 
of Christ" is the teaching about Christ 
(objective genitive)."' Whether the 
"doctrine of Christ" means "teaching 
of Christ" or “teaching about Christ" 
is very important in determining the 
usage of this passage in question of 
fellowship. We do not propose to re- 
spond to everything in the article by 
Dallas Burdette, some of which we 
agree with, but we do desire to ad- 
dress the question of the meaning of 
the phrase "doctrine of Christ.” 


The passage under discussion (2 John 
9-11) tells us not to have fellowship 
with any one who “does not bring this 
doctrine."" The specific issue at hand 
was the denia! of the incarnation of 
Jesus by some false teachers. In 
verse 9 we are told, ''Any one who 
goes ahead and does not abide in the 
doctrine of Christ does not have God.” 
If we areto have fellowship with those 
who are in fellowship with God a per- 
son must be abiding "in the doctrine 
of Christ" before we are permitted to 
extend fellowship to him. The purpose 
of this reply is to argue that 2 John 9 
is better understood to mean "the 
doctrine which Christ taught" which 
would result in a much larger body of 
truth being the basis for fellowship. 


In 2 John 9 the phrase "the doctrine 
of Christ" can be taken as an objective 
genitive which would mean "the doc- 
trine about Christ.'' Dallas Burdette 
argues for this position through an 
appeal to the context, by examination 
of other genitives in other passages, 
and by quoting Rudolph Bultmann. The 
appeal to the context is appreciated, 
the appeal to other genitives we hope 


to overthrow by a similar study, and 
the appeal to Bultmann we will neu- 
tralize by appeal to other scholars. 


CONTEXT 


The subjective genitive meaning of 
"the doctrine of Christ’ would be “the 
doctrine which Christ taught."" This 
meaning will fit the context very well. 
We can compare! John2:24 and 2 John 
9-6 on "what you have heard from the 
beginning.'' Dallas Burdette compared 
1 John 2:22-23 with 2 John 9, but he 
should have carried his comparison 
further to include 1 John 2:24 where 
"what you have heard from the begin- 
ning'is parallel to ''the doctrine of 
Christ” (see the word "abide"). In 
many places John tells us what we 
must abide in and what must abide in 
us. God's word, the truth, and what 
we have heard from the beginning 
must abide in us (John 5:38; 2 John 2; 
1 John 2:14, 24), On the converse, we 
are to abide in his word (John 8:31). 
Jesus said, "My teaching (hé emé 
didaché) is not mine, but his who sent 
me" (John 7:16). All of these state- 
ments are not limited to just a few 
cardinal points concerning the person 
of Christ, so the subjective genitive 
("the doctrine which Christ taught'') 
fits the context very well. 


OTHER GENITIVES 


In determining the type of genitive 
used in 2 John 9, let us also compare 
other genitives as Burdette did, but 
let uS eXamine every passage where 
didache (doctrine, teaching) is follow- 
ed by the genitive. This would be 
much apropos to 2 John 9 than the 


genitives cited by Burdette (2 Cor. 5:14; 
Mt. 12:21}. These occurances are as 
follows: 


1. Mt. 16:12 - t®s didachés ton 
Pharisaion kaiSaddukaion - ''the teach- 
ing of the Pharisees and Sadducees." 


2. Mt. 7:28; 22:33; Mk. 1:22; 4:2; 
11:18; 12:38 - té didaché autouw - "his 
teaching.'' Note Lk, 4:32 on <his a!so. 


3. John 18:19 - tés didachés autou - 
"his teaching." 


4. Acts 2:42 - té didaché ton apos- 
tolon - "the apostle's teaching." 


9, Acts 5:28 - tés didachés humon- 
"your teaching." 


6. Acts 13:12 -tédidaché tow kuriou- 
“the teaching of the Lord." 


7. Rev. 2:14 - tén didachén Balaam 
- "the teaching of Balaam." 


8. Rev. 2:15 - t&8n didachén Nikola- 
iton - ''the teaching of the Nicolaitans.” 


9. 2 John 9 -té didaché tou Christou 
- "the teaching of Christ.'' 


An examination in their context of all 
of the above passages should cause 
one to prefer the subjective genitive 
in 2 John 9. The teaching of the Phar- 
isees, the Sadducees, Balaam, the 
Nicolaitans, and of the apostles ob- 
viously does not refer to teaching 
about them, but to the things which 
they taught. We, therefore, conclude 
that the evidence of other genitives 
following the term "doctrine" is heav- 
ily in support of a subjective genitive 
in 2 John 9. 


SCHOLARSHIP 


In favor of his position Burdette quoted 
Rudolph Bultmann in the prestigious 
Hermeneis series of commentaries. 
Though some would not even listen to 
Bultmann because of his radical lib- 
eralism, he is a weighty authority in 
discussion of Greek. The only other 
scholar which I could find to agree 
with Bultmann is J.W. Roberts in his 


very qualified statement in "The Let- 
ters of John'' (Austin: R.B. Sweet Co., 
1968), pp. 163-64. After these two 
men have been mentioned, the bulk of 
modern scaolarship is on the other 
side. For example B.F. Westcott said 
the phrase meant ''the doctrine which 
Christ brought, and which He brought 
first in His followers (Hebr. ii. 3). 
This sense seems better than the 
doctrine of (concerning) the ae 
and the usage of the N.T. is uniformly 
in favor of it: Apoc. ii. 14,15; John 
xviii. 19; Acts ii. 42'' (Brooke Foss 
Westcott, The Epistles of St. John 
(Reprint of 1892 ed.; Grand Rapids: 
Eerdmans, 1966, p. 230). 


Other names who favor a subjective 
genitive in 2 John 9 include J. R. W. 
Stott in ''The Epistle of John" in the 
Tyndale series; Amos N. Wilder in 
"The Interpreter's Bible,''"XIL, p. 306; 
William Alexander, ''The Epistles of 
St. John” in "The Expositors Bible, " 
p. 293; and J. E. Huther in Meyer's 
Commentary on the N.T." In the 
I.C.C. volume, A. E. Brooks wrote, 
"There is nothing in the context or 
the usage of the N.T. to suggest that 
tou Christou should be regardedas an 
objective genitive. ..The 'teaching' no 
doubt includes the continuation of 
Christ's work by His Apostles, but it 
begins in the work of Christ Himself" 
(Johannine Epistles [New York: Char- 
les Scribner’s Sons, 1912], p. 177). 
Karl Heinrich Rengstorf in T. D.N.T. 
II, pp. 163-64 emphasizes that the 
usage of didaché in the N. T. almost 
always refers to the whole of one's 
teaching in regard to both form and 
content. In his enumeration of this 
thesis he lists every verse we listed 
above except Acts 13:12. And if these 
names are not enough, J. Noel Meri- 
deth has conveniently gathered further 
quotes by Guy N. Woods, A. T. Rob- 
ertson, A. Plummer, R.C.H. Lenski, 
and Thayer (see ''AnAnalysis of 2 John 
9-11," Gospel Advocate, CXV, No. 14 
(April 5, 1973), 209, 215-16). It is 
clear that scholarship isalmost unan- 


imous in their agreement that 2 John 
9 is a subjective genitive. 


CONCLUSION 


In light of this further information 
we humbly submit that ''the doctrine 
of Christ" in 2 John9 means ''teaching 
of Christ'"' or ''the doctrine which 
Christ taught.'' This would be a sub- 
jective genitive which would fit the 
context, which would conform with 
every other use of ''teaching" (didache) 
followed by the genitive in the New 
Testament, and which would be in 
conformity with the very large major- 
ity of modern scholarship. This does 
not require ''perfection in our lives" 
(in the sense of sinlessness) any more 
than other passages of scripture (e.g. 
I John 2:6, 14; 3:6; 3:14, 24). John tells 
us that the one who keeps his com- 
mandments abides in him (1 John 3:24). 





No one perfectly keeps his command- 
ments just as no one perfectly abides 
in the doctrine of Christ. Burdette 
says, ''Let us not be guilty of the sin 
of ‘perfectionism''' (p. 7). Amen. 
But let us not wrongly reason that a 
subjective genitive in 2 John 9 means 
that we must lead a sinless life. 


The fact that some may abuse 2 John 
9 and withdraw from others over mat- 
ters which do not merit withdrawal 
should not frighten us away from 
realizing that fellowship is basedupon 
"the doctrine of Christ'', that is, ''the 
doctrine which Christ taught.'' Seeing 
that through the Holy Spirit Christ 
gave the apostles and prophets their 
doctrine, then the doctrine of Christ 
consists of the New Testament scrip- 
tures. @ 
103 Audubon Drive 
Frankfort, KY 40601 


(Editor's Note: See response to rebuttal on page 12) 





LOST TO THE CHURCH... 


R.D. ICE 


New Kensington, PA 


There are consequences to every 
action. Sometimes we inadvertently 
destroy the very thing we wish to 
save. This incident is known to the 
writer. Purposely no area of the 
country is indicated and no names are 
given. 


A young girl comes far away from 
home to attend a prestigious college 
(not a Christian college). There is a 
Church of Christ in the town and she 
begins attending regularly. A member 
who lives near the college stops for 
her and brings her to the services. 
This church is a loyal church. The 
preacher and the elders are ''moder- 
ate’, but certainly not "liberals." 
They correctly teach the one gospel 


of the crucified Christ. In their wis- 
dom, the services and Bible study are 
conducted using one of the "modern 
speech" New Testaments (a standard 
translation). Of course, everyone is 
free to use the version they are most 
familiar with, and some hold fast to 
King James. In any case, we say, the 
truth is being taught. The parents 
visit, attend the worship, and seem 
satisfied. But perhaps when they 
return home and mention to their 
preacher the use of the ''modern 
speech" Bible, he immediately labels 
the church as "liberal,'' and warns 
against altowing the girl to attend that 
church. The girl no longer attends 
during the time she is at the college. 
One year passes, two years, three, 


and four. By this time she has lost 
all contact with the Churches of Christ, 
and has no S¥mpathy with them. She 
has been influenced by the large de- 
nominational church which is situated 
next to the campus. After all, her 
friends to there. 


At one time, the presence of a "Sun- 
day School'' would have labeled a 
church "liberai.” At the height of the 
controversy over the use of the "Sun- 
clay School, '' one of the opponents is 
supposed to have said he wouldrather 
see his son go fishing on Sunday 
morning than to attend one of those 
Sunday Schools. To say the least, it 
seems to be a counter - productive 
attitude. This is not to question the 
sincerity of anyone, but rather the 
wisdom of the action. 


E. Claude Gardner, president of 
Freed-Hardeman College, wrote in 
the Gospel Advocate of August 12, 1978: 
“Conservatives and liberals alike 
have used ail kinds of translations. 
One is a liberal when he denies the 
inspiration of the Bibie, deity of 
Christ, prophecy, the virgin birth, 
authority of the Bible and not because 
he likes acertain standard translation 
... If translations are placed in the 
area of faith instead of judgment this 
will result in a split in the church. 
Who will be responsible? Those who 
exalt opinion into faith in the same 
way that those who opposed orphan 
homes, Bibie school literature and 
the one cup for the Lord's Supper.” 
B.C. Goodpasture wrote in the Gospel 
Advocate of July 26, 1962: "No one 
therefore, should make the use of the 
King James Version, or any other, a 
condition of fellowship or cause a 
disturbance about it."’ Compare Isaiah 
5:20 ("Woe unto them that call... good 
evil"), | 


228 Marlboro Drive 
New Kensington, PA 15068 
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Some Questions 
continued from page 6 


idealism. How dowe measure up?! — 
that's the question. If in the process 
we discover some of our imperfections 
then let's admit our failures and start 
over. But to say that I am attempting 
to justify denominationalism fails way 
short of truth. (My question below 
and then Pervie's answer.) 


6. Do we who have buildings labeled 
"Church of Christ" have perfect under- 
standing of God's revelation? 


6. Answer: If he means '‘perfect understanding'' of 
every scripture in the Bible, the answer is No. But this is oo 
justification for denominations and their false doctrines 
and the errors taught by bro Kilpatrick. One can tearn and 
understand God's revelation concerming such subjects a3 
(1) the lord's church, its marks of identity; {2) scriptural 
worship: (3) kind of music God authorized; (4) what the 
sinner must do to be saved; (§) purpose and action of 
baptism; (6) how to identify a false teacher, and (7) God's 
conditions for fellowship and unity. Biblical truths 
concerning these and all matters essential to our salvation 
Gre attainable and can be learned and understood by any 
sincere student. 


To me it seems a little strange how 
that any person can know exactly 
which scripture he understands and 
which he does not. Bro. Nichols 
admits that he doesn't have perfect 
understanding of "every'' scripture, 
but that there are some which we"’can 
learn and understand". Pervie sepa- 
rates scripture into two categories, 
1} those we donot understand perfectly 
and 2) those we ''can" learn and under - 
stand. Therefore, it appears that cat- 
egory #2 are scriptures which wehave 
perfect understanding, otherwise #2 
would be the same as #1. This leads us 
to the astounding conclusion that bro. 
Nichols has perfect understanding of 
all those scriptures relating to the 
seven items annotated above. What 
makes it even more amazing is that 
these seven items cover the very sub- 
ject areas upon which the religieus 
world has divided for the last several 
hundred years! Yet, according to bro. 
Nichols, everyone can have perfect 
understanding of them. 





The truth is, there is not one single 
item listed above that is understood 
perfectly, not by Pervie, myself, or by 
anyone else; and even should there 
be such a person he wouldn't know it 
if he had it! We can only BELIEV® 
we understand it. It was the lack o' 
understanding of several of those 
items listed by Pervie that caused 
the worst church splits in our restor- 
ation movement. We have already 
shown in this issue just how imperfect 
our understanding is on such items as 
“worship”, ''music", and "giving"', and 
according to bro. Nichols, these are 
the very "essentials" of salvation. 


It was never essential that anyone 
have perfect understanding of any 
scripture for that would reduire an 
infinite mind. God expects us to use 
the intelligence he gave us as best we 
know how and when we do, and even 
though we will not all think alike, itis 
all that God intended. God wants men 
to submit to his will and to be obedient 
to the understanding they have. He 
who obeys the knowledge which he be- 
lieves to be correct pleases God much 
more than those who attempt to follow 
a "pattern of perfection’ for perfec-~ 
tion's sake. 


The Jews of old made every attempt 
to be perfect in law-keeping, even to 
the extent of adding a few of their own 
laws to God's law so that they might 
keep the law of Moses more perfectly. 
In the process, law-keeping became 
traditional and they lost sight of its 
real intent and purpose. This is seen 
in the case of the Rich Young Ruler, 
whokept everything perfect except the 
very thing upon which the law rested, 
"love thy neighbor as thyself.'’ For 
this reason Jesus condemned the Jewe 
for following their traditions while 
violating the very purpose of the law. 


The same thing can happen to us or to 
anyone who becomes so obsessed with 
restoring the "perfect pattern" that 
they overlook the real intent (spirit) 





of the N.T. scriptures. Being perfect 
for the sake of perfection will not 
endear us to God who is more con- 
cerned with "mercy" than he is with 
"sacrifice." 


Nuw let us make the application to 
denominations (arid I can only speak of 
those that I know about), There are 
those who are in what we call ''the 
denominational world'' who have just 
as much love and respect for the Bible 
as we do, who love God just as much- 
and a great many cases considerably 
more than we do; who believe they 
follow the scriptures just as we do 
and are just as obedient to their 
understanding of truthA GREAT DEAL 
MORE THAN WE ARE. Again, I can- 
not speak for Al.L denominations but 
there are some who APPLY their 
understanding of scripture rather than 
going around sizing everybody up with 
themselves. They build hospitals to 
care for the sick; they have relief 
programs to feed and clothe the poor. 
They send missionaries throughout 
the world to minister to the whole 
person rather than just preach the 
gospel! to empty stomachs... while 
we at home are hung up on restoring 
the perfect pattern. God help us! 


God does not save people on the basis 
of perfect knowledge, or by being 
perfect for perfection's sake, for, like 
the Jews of old, this is an attempt to 
justify on the basis of personal good- 
ness. God accepts those who apply 
whatever degree of understanding they 
possess. A willing heart is more 
“recious to God than perfect rule- 
keeping, for the former demonstrates 
love for God while the latter only a 
love for a "'pattern''. Notice in the 
judgment scene of Mat. 25:31-46, not 
one of our so-called "doctrines" is 
mentioned. They were saved because 
they "loved their neighbor as them- 
selves''. Their knowledge was im- 
perfect because they didn't even know 
that "love is the fulfilling of the faw”’, 
Romans 13:8, 10, et al. 
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Response to Rebuttal 


Dallas Burdette 
2428 Elsmeade Drive 
Montgomery, AJL 36111 





I appreciate the spirit in which Steve Williams has replied to my article 
“Doctrine of Christ'’. Brother Williams, in his conclusion, agrees with mein 
rejecting "perfectionism" and in objecting to the abuse of the verse in with- 
drawing fellowship for unwarranted reasons. We are not in fundamental dis- 
agreement, although our exegesis of this verse differs. I do have some 
apprehensions that his interpretation either requires or too easily lends itseif 
to the support of these views. If the verse means, ''Whosoever transgresseth, 
and abideth not in the whole system of teaching which Christ taught, hath not 
God," the person who transgresses would seem to be, "Whosoever misunder 
standeth or maketh a mistake in practicing any point in all the things that 
Christ taught.’ Thus anyone who is less than perfect "hath not God and must 
not be tolerated in the fellowship of the church. 


Bro. Williams sees my line of argument in exegeting 2 Jn. 9 as threefold: 
appeal to the context, examination of similar grammatical constructions in 
other passages, and appeal to the authority of scholarship. He recognizes the 
validity of these methods himself, and he attempts to establish his interpreta- 
tion by utilizing these same methods more thoroughly than I did. I wish to 
point out that because of the brief scope of my article "Doctrine of Christ'' my 
real methods were grammatical analysis and examination of the context and 
close parallels. He evidently misunderstood my references to 2 Cor. 5:14 and 
Mt. 12:21. I did not quote those two scriptures to substantiate my views con- 
cerning 2 Jn. 9. I referred to them only to illustrate what is meant by 
“subjective” and "objective" genitives, since the average reader would perhaps 
not be familiar with such terminology . 


CONTEXT 


Bro. Williams says very little about the immediate context and does not make 
very clear how he understands the verse to be related to the context. He 
admits, "'The specific issue at hand was the denial of the incarnation of Jesus 
by some false teachers," which is precisely my point. But he apparently feels 
that there is a transition in verse 9 from this specific issue to the broader 
concern that we must abide in everything that Jesus taught. He affirms that 
the meaning, ‘'the doctrine which Christ taught," will fit the context very well, 
but he offers no evidence whatever from the immediate context that there is 
such a transition or that this meaning is more appropriate than the other. He 
argues, rather, from the broader context nf other passages which contain 
some amount of similar language. 


Bro. Williams suggests that 1 Jn. 2:24 and2 Jn. 5-6 are parallel. Since the 
phrase "'from the beginning" (ap arches)is found in both 2 Jn. 5-6 and 1 Jn. 2:24, 
he assumes that the phrase in both places has reference to the same subject. 
Thus he concludes that, at least in part, the proper paraliel of ''doctrine of 
Christ"' is the command ''that we love one another" rather than the doctrinal 
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confessionof the person "who acknowledgeth the Son." A closer look at the 
context will reveal a different conclusion. Although both passages refer tothe 
time when John's readers first heard Christian preaching and teaching, each 
focuses on a different aspect of that teaching. Ultimately, correct doctrine and 
right living are closely interrelated. The gnostics were perverting moral and 
spiritual doctrines. John focuses attention on the fact that their teachings in 
both spheres are innovations by calling upon his readers to remember what 
they had been taught ''from the beginning.” In 2 Jn. 5-6, as in its true parallel 
in 1 Jn. 2:7, he reminds them of the commandment of love, which undergirds 
and encompasses all more specific moral obligations: "This is love, that we 
walk according to hls commandment." Then in verses 7-ll, which are parallel 
to 1 Jn. 2:22-24, he moves on to the denial of the incarnation by these same 
false teachers. Bro. Williams assumes a change of subject matter between 
verses 22-23 and verse 24 of 1 Jn. 2, as he does between verse 7-8 and 9-il of 
2 Jn., and thus he feels that I have distorted or obscured the true parallelism 
of these two passages. However, neither passage within itself bears clear 
earmarks of such a transition. Donald Burdick professor of New Testament at 
Conservative Baptist Theological Seminary, said concerning 1 Jn. 2:24: 


John is referring to the truth of the gospel, but with special emphasis 
on the incarnation. This truth was the traditional apostolic message 
which had been proclaimed "from the beginning,’ that is from the 
time when the gospel was first brought to Asia by the apostle Paul. 
(The Epistle of John; Chicago: Moody Press, 1970, p. 44) 


Rudolph Bultmann, in a statement which admittedly betrays something of his 
liberal critical theories of the authorship of the Johannine epistles, neverthe- 
less recognizes the true parallelism between 2 Jn. 5 and 1 Jn. 2:7 by saying, 


The characterization of the love commandment in 2 Jn. 5 as a com- 
mandment which the congregation received ap arche ("from the begin- 
ning')is an imitation of 1 Jn. 2:7. (Johannine Epistles; Hermeneia- 
Philadelphia Fortress Press, 1973, p. lll). 


These two names are representative of many oter distinguished scholars 
who understand verse 24 to refer to the doctrine of the incarnation. 


There is no reason why a writer may not speak of the wordof God in general 
as abiding in usinone passage and then focus uponone particular truth abiding 
in us in another passage. The contexts of the passages cited indicate that 
whereas 2 Jn. 2 andl Jn. 2:14 speak of that truth in a general sense, Jn. 5:38 
and 1 Jn. 2:24 are concerned more specifically with Christology. 


OTHER GENITIVES 


Eight Scriptures in which doctrine (didach®) is followed by the genitive have 
been referred to by Bro. Williams to substantiate the conclusion that ‘’doctrine 
of Christ'’ in 2 Jn. 9 is a subjective genitive. Most of these genitives are, 
inrideed, subjective. However, asat teast one of the scholars he cites, Rengstorf, 
seems to recognize, Acts 13:12 clearly uses the phrase ''teaching of the Lord'' 
to refer to Paul's particular doctrine or proclamation about Christ rather than 
to the whole system of teaching which Jesus originated. This verse states that 
after Sergius Paullus had heard Paul preach and had seen Elymas stricken 
blind, he "believed, being astonished at the doctrine of the Lord.” His in- 
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structions in Jesus' whole system of teaching would have come after he became 
a disciple (Mt. 28:19-20). 


Even if all the passages which Bro. Williams cites in the Gospels of Matthew 
and John and in Acts and Revelat’ons were identical in their use of didache 
(doctrine) with the genitive, the appeal to them for a solution of the problem 
without first investigating adequately the immediate context of 2 Jn. 9 is surely 
not good exegetical method, it is surprising to me that so many commentators 
in commenting on didaché in 2 Jn. 9 as a subjective genitive never refer to 
2 Jn. 10 and 7 for clarification. We have seen that 2 Jn. 7 refers to the false 
teachers who deny "that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh.'"' In other words, 
they deny the most fundamental and all-important doctrine about the person of 
Christ, on which all the other teachings are founded. John urgently and con- 
cisely exposes }oth the character and the significance of their seemingly 
advanced and sophisticated, but actually damnable doctrine. After warning his 
recipients to be steadfast in verse 8, he shows in verse 9 what the consequences 
are of progressing beyond this teaching about Christ to some perverted concept 
of him. John concludes in verse 10 by exhorting his readers not to receive any 
one who does not hold to the true doctrine. In view of the context, in the light 
of the closest parallels, and in the absence of contradictory evidence elsewhere 
the most natural and reasonable way to understand the ''doctrine of Christ" is 
as the doctrine of the incarnation. 


SCHOLARSHIP 


Bro. Williams said, ''The only other scholar whici:Jcould find to agree witi 
Bultmann is J. W. Roberts.'' Actually, there are many eminent scholars who 
understand the genitive ''of Christ" in 2 Jn. 9 to be objective so that the phrase 
means ‘doctrine about the person of Christ." The following quotations may 
serve as examples: 


Dr. David Smith comments on this verse (2 Jn. 9) in ''The Expositor's 
Greek Testament." 


Te cidache tou Christe. the teaching which recognizes Jesus as the 
Christ ‘see note on ] .f:. 4:1-2), i.e., the Messiah, the Savior. (Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1J€?. Vol. 5, p. 202) 


Kenneth S. Wuest, who was instructor in New Testament Greek at Moody 
ible Institute of Chicago, expresses his agreement with David Smith: 


"Doctrine" is didache, ''teaching'' namely, that which is taught. Smith 
says that it is the teaching which recognizes Jesus as the Christ, the 
Messiah, the Savior. We have a genitive of reference, "teaching with 
reference to Christ..." The person therefore, who goes beyond the 
tcaching of the incarnation, does not possess God in a saving relation- 
ship. ("In These Last Days''; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1957, p. 206} 


Leon Morris, Principal of Ridley College, Melbourne, andCanonof St. Paul's 
Cathedral, Melbourne, paraphrases: 


So if a man does not bring this doctrine (i.e., the doctrine that Christ 
is God incarnate) he is not to be received. (1, 2, and 3 John, in D. 
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Guthrie and J.A, Motyer, eds., ''The New Bible Commentary Revised" 
Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1970, p. 1272) 


George Johnston, Principal of United Theological College and Professor of 
New Testament Studies at McGill University, Montreal, leaves no doubt that he 
believes ''doctrine of Christ'' must refer to the incarnation: 


"The doctrine of Christ'’’ must refer to the point in dispute at 7 and in 
1 Jn.; so the genitive is objective. (1, 2, and 2 John in Matthew Black 
and H.H. Rowley, eds., ''Peake’s Commentary on the Bible'', London 
and Edinburgh: Neilson, 1967, p. 909) 


Lehman Strauss explains: 
Twice in this one verse we read the phrase ''the doctrine of Christ." 
The word doctrine (Greek, didache) means "teaching.'' John is not 
referring here merely to those doctrines which Christ taught, but 
rather teaching with reference to Christ, teaching which recognizes 
Jesus as the Messiah and Savior. ("The Epistles of John'', New Jersey: 
Loizeaux Brothers, 1972, pp. 153-54) 


Donald Burdick, in keeping with his comment on] Jn. 2:24 previously quoted, 
States: 
John contrasts the one who goes beyond and the one who remains "in 
the doctrine of Christ" in verse 9. This doctrine is not teaching which 
comes from Christ; instead it is the teaching concerning Christ's 
incarnation which John has already pointed out inverse 7. (op cit. p, 104) 


Though several eminent scholars have been quoted here, it should be re- 
marked that a nose count is not really worth aaything except to illustrate the 
popularity or respectability of a view. Often one author accepts a plausable- 
sounding view presented by other authors without really making a thorough 
study of the matter on his own. No one person has the opportunity to study 
every issue with complete thoroughness. Ultimately only the inherent merits 
of the position itself matter, not what various people think about it. 


CONCLUSION 


The interpretation of 2 Jn. 9 presented in my article "Doctrine of Christ’’ 
appears to stand firm. Bro. Williams has not produced evidence from the 
immediate context which favors his case. A careful comparison of 2 Jn. 5-6 
with 1 Jn. 2:24, reveals that the two passages are not parallel, as he has 
suggested. The scriptures appealed to by Bro. Williams as evidence for the 
subjective genitive in2 Jn. 9 do not outweigh the force of the immediate context, 
and one of them actually supports the objective genitive. 


A careful examination of context, grammar, and close parallels still seems 
to establish clearly the meaning of ''the doctrine of Christ'' in 2 Jn. 9 as "the 
doctrine about Christ," i.e., the doctrine of the incarnation. 


The dilemma of "perfectionism" is again called to the attention of those who 
think the passage means "the whole system of doctrine which Christ taught.” 
Bro. Williams denies that this doctrine is a necessary implication of his 
interpretation, but his logic and evidence are not convincing. 
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Editorial - from page 4 


00st. He doesn't need it. It is the 
saints who need the uplift. Whatever 
takes place within the assembly was 
clesigned to exhort and edify the wor- 
shippers, not God. Whenever those 
who assemble who have all things in 
¢Ommon, it is only natural for them 
lo express their love and devoticn to 
Him who gave them their salvatiun. 
How can it be done through ritual? 
If theworshipperis not freetoexpress 
what he feels then he hasnot worship- 
ped. Really, how can anyone draw up 
a list and stipulate the ways and the 
number of ways how another is to ex- 
press what is in his heart? He can 
no more do it than an earthly father 
can draw up a list to specify how his 
children should honor him. ff the 
honor is not expressed voluntarily and 
freely, it is mere ritual without real 
meaning. 


The only possible way to avoid ritual- 
ism is to avoid repetition. This means 
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to act spontaneously with nothing pre- 
set, and depending entirely upon the 
Spirit within to dictate the course of 
expression. This is evident in the 
Corinthian example. This suggestion 
may seem a little ''far out" for those 
of us who are accustomed to the cold 
formality of ritual worship. Admit- 
tedly it is difficult to feature a typical 
assembly of Church of Christ worship- 
pers sitting quietly and stiffly waiting 
for the Spirit to move them. Most 
would sit for quite a spell. Since the 
spiritual atmosphere surrounding our 
present worship service does not lend 
itself to spontaneous worship, and in 
view of the Corinthian example which 
Clearly teaches it, this could very 
well suggest that our contemporary 
church liturgy may not be on the exact 
same order as first century worship. 
The time has come for us to take a 
hard look and to make a close study of 
the whole spectrum of public worship, 
that we; may perhaps recapture its 
purpose and its spiritual benefits. @ 





JUSTIFICATION 


AND IMPUTED RIGHTEOUSNESS 


If peace and unity are ever to become 
a reality in our time, or at any other 
time, it will have to come through the 
restoration of the doctrine of 'Justi- 
fication by Faith; which naturally in- 
cludes the teaching of imputed right- 
eousness. The only doctrine powerful 
enough to rally God's forces on earth 
to unite all believers in one body will 
have to be the teaching that removes 
the attention of mankind from himself 
and gives it to Jesus and his suffering 
on the cross—from man’s own personal 
righteousness through ‘'goodworks" to 
the ’work"'of Christ and his righteous- 
ness. Justification by Faith is a doc- 
trine that has power. Luther used it 
to rally a following powerful enough 
to break the strangle-hold of Catholic- 
ism in the 16th Century Reformation. 
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Today there is almost a guarantee 
that if and when this doctrine is fully 
understood, taught, and properly em- 
phasized, “unity"’ will result. Why? 
Because this doctrine places man in 
proper perspective, and when he sees 
himself as hereatly is, the realization 
of his comparatively little worth will 
have an humbling effect upon the soul. 
When man realizes that he cannot 
make it to heaven on his own merit, 
he will then look upward for help, and 
his salvation is near. Those of humble 
spirit do not cause division within the 
church. 


However, history has shown that when 
the doctrine of Justification by Faith 
is allowed to degenerate through dis- 


interest or de-emphasis, legalism 
invariably moves in to fill the void. 
When legalism gains a foothold in our 
theology, division is just one sermon 
away. legalism is disunity looking 
for an “issue” to give it birth. 


Concerning the importance of the doc- 
trine of Justification by Faith, Robert 
D. Brinsmead, editor of Present Truth, 
said, “It must become the great cen- 
ter, the strategic vantage point from 
which we view all other doctrines. 
For the doctrine of justification by 
faith, rightly considered, presupposes 
or implies every other biblical doc-- 
trine. It makes the other doctrines 
clear and invests them with influence 
and importance as they are seen in 
relation to this living heart of biblica] 
revelation’ (Present Truth, Dec. 1975}. 


Admittedly the doctrine of Justification 
by Faith and the imputation of God's 
righteousness is difficult to compre- 
hend, and even more so for those who 
have been schooled in legalism. - if 
those who differ on the subject could 
find a common starting point, it is 
possible that some of the confusion 
could be removed. To me it seems 
the logical starting place would be the 
definition of ‘justification’. Accord- 
ing to A. H. Strong, the Greek word 
“dikaiosis"’ is a law term and means 
"setting one right before the law" 
(Systematic Theology, p. 856). To set 
one right before law means that God 
declares him "not guilty", or that he 
is "“acquitted.'' But this introduces 
theological! problems. How can God 
declare a sinner not guilty when in fact 
he IS guilty 7 ! 


But does the declaration of "not guilty” 
mean that the sinner has never com- 
mitted sin? or, is it that he is to be 
counted as one who had never sinned? 
The fact that the State may pardon a 
convicted murderer and restore his 
full rights of citizenship does not 
mean that he is not a murderer by 
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fact. His pardon and the restoration 
of rights means that he is to be re- 
garded the same as if he had never 
committed the crime. Therefore, his 
restored ''status" is an imputed status. 


Likewise, God's pardon of the alien 
sinner does not remove the fact of 
sin. Forgiving the "act'' does not 
remove the “fact'', for '’once a sinner 
always a Sinner", or as Paul phrased 
it, ‘None is righteous, no, not one", 
and '',..all have sinned and fall short 
of the glory of God"’ (Rom. 3). He who 
commits Just one sin cannot in-and- 
of himself ever again possess true 
righteousness. Therefore, the right- 
eousness which saves the sinner can 
be none other than the true righteous- 
ness of Christ, which of necessity 
must be imputed to him. Only by 
becoming ONE with the Son—''putting 
on the mind of Christ", "hiding our 
life in him"’, and possessing the Holy 
Spirit—is it even possible for the im- 
putation of righteousness. The thought 
is that ‘in Christ'' we cease to be 
ourselves and become as Christ, pos- 
sessing his righteousness. The key 
that removes the mystery of imputa- 
tion is found in the term "in Christ. "’ 
IN CHRIST we have been judged for 
sin. IN CHRIST we have paid the 
penalty for sin. IN CHRIST we are 
resurrected to a new life. IN CHRIST 
we have fulfilled the law. IN CHRIST 
we are righteous, yet, not ours, but the 
righteousness which Christ "’earned'' 
through perfect obedience and is now 
shared with us. 


I believe too that most brethren agree 
that perfect righteousness is a pre- 
requisite for salvation. Now, if we 
could agree that man having once sin- 
ned can never of himself possess true 
righteousness, then we should have no 
problem with the idea that the right- 
eousness which Savesis the righteous- 
ness which Christ shares (or imputes) 
tous, since the prerequisite is not 
found in us but in Him. When these 
facts are realized, it seems nowonlya 





matter of thinking the subject through 
to its conclusion. 


It is immaterial whether we say that 
man is saved by the "merit of Christ's 
righteousness", or that man is saved 
by the "imputation of Christ's perfect 
Obedience to the sinner’s account’. 
They both say the same thing. Jesuz 
“earned” true righteousness by his 
perfect obedience, and since perfect 
righteousness is a_ prerequisite for 
eternal life, and since it is not found 
in man, then there is no other way for 
sinners tobe saved other than through 
the imputation of Christ's merited 
righteousness to the sinner's account. 
"And being made perfect he became 
the source of eternal salvation to all 
who obey him" (Heb. 5:9). 


It seems unnecessary to list a long 
string of scriptures which condemns 
"works'' as a means of obtaining 
eternal life because most brethren 
already agree that no man can be 
saved by works. However, the problem 
here is that even while denying salva- 
tion by works they teach the same 
thing by advocating a system of teach- 
ing which can be called none other 
than "legal grace." 


When legal grace is understood it can 
easily be seen that it is nothing more 
than salvation by works. In broad 
terms legal grace is salvation by 
personal righteousness, and personal 
righteousness is salvation by human 
merit, and human merit is salvation 
by works. How does the system work? 


Thecentra} thought behind this scheme 
is that, first, God's grace justifies 
the alien sinner on the inerit of Christ’ 
sacrificial death and personal right- 
eousness, and that this places him 
within the kingdom of heaven and con- 
stitutes him as "righteous.'' However, 
from the point of initial justification 
onward, God's grace is activated only 
in the forgiveness of those sins com- 
mitted and repented of. Or, stated 
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another way, justification forgives 
aes sins butall future sins are charg- 
ed and accountable until removed from 
the record through repentence and 
formal petition to God for forgiveness. 
The idea is that the sinner is justified 
until he sins again which makes him 
unrighteous; repentence and prayer 
restores him toa state of righteous- 
ness in which he remains until the 
next sin, and the process starts all 
over again. 


This "jack-in-the-box" righteousness 
continues throughout the Christian life 
and if he is fortunate enough to have 
repented of all his sins at that point 
where death overtakes him, he will 
be saved. But woe unto him who may 
have overlooked a sin committed back 
in "ought-six" for which the record 
showsnocheck mark under "forgiven." 
And woe unto him who had an evil 
thought and died of a heart attack be- 
fore repenting of it; or unto him who 
may have become mentally unstable 
before clearing the divine ledger! 


This is legal grace; or, more cor- 
rectly, "legal condemnation" while 
under grace...as if there could be 
such a thing. This is the doctrine of 
fear. This is the teaching which sends 
brethren to mental institutions. This 
is the orthodox doctrine that is widely 
taught in churches of Christ today! 
This is not to make light of petitions 
to God for forgiveness of sins, and he 
who has some interest in his salvation 
will petition the Father for forgiveness 
whenever he sins; but we must under- 
stand that the efficacy of the atoning 
blood of Jesus has its beginning at the 
initial justification of the sinner and 
continues with him throughout life and 
stands with him in judgment. 


The fundamental mistake that leads to 
the concept of Jegal grace is the sepa- 
ration made between "works of the 
law'' and the "works of righteousness" 
or "works of obedience" under the 
Christian system, and that Paul was 





not condemning these when he taught 
against saivation by works such as in 
Titus 3:5. Here Paul said that God 
saves us, "not by deeds done by us in 
righteousness, but in virtue of his own 
mercy, by the washing of regeneration”. 
Commenting on this verse, one of our 
conservative brothers wrote: 


The "works of righteousness" 
refer to the Old Testament as a 
system of merit and not to bap- 
tism. 


(Qur brethren quite often miss the 
clear meaning of passages by their 
total obsession with the subject af 
baptism.) 


What this preacher and others fail to 
grasp is that Paul here and elsewhere 
condemns the "principle of human 
merit'"' as a means of salvation re- 
gardiess of the dispensation! Paul 
stands firmly against the idea that 
sinners may offer toGod something of 
personal value to cause Him to act 
benevolently on their behalf. God's 
grace is not offered to man in exchange 
for his good works, for grace would 
no longer be free. Like Abraham we 
may have many personal attributes to 
offer, "BUT NOT BEFORE GOD!" 


Should there be -any remaining doubt 
that that which is generally taught in 
churches of Christ is legalistic, it is 
hereby removed in the familiar teach- 
ing that God's mercy does not extend 
into Judgment, that mercy is extended 
NOW, but that the judgment is the time 
for "judgment" not mercy! Legal 
grace puts salvation practically out of 
reach, but "Jimited" legal grace makes 
it literally impossible! Such teaching 
as this reaches into the very depth 
of legalism, and it is no wonder that 
Paul spent so much time condemning 
it. Limited grace is a teaching in 
which the savedon earth self-destruct 
in judgment! It sentences its own self 
to hell! Justification by anything other 
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than FAITH constitutes "falling from 
grace", and this includes justification 
by Old Testament law, New Testament 
commandments, or upon personal 
goodness resulting from law-keeping. 


In this concept of God's mercy, there 
is not the understanding that the aton- 
ing blood of Christ is a "covering" 
which continues throughout life, but 
must limit ‘‘atonement" (which means 
covering") only to that initia) 'satis- 
faction" made for past sins. It sees 
the work of Jesus on the cross asa 
"one time" thing to establish right 
relationship and after this the grace 
of God is evoked only on special re- 
quest in the event of sin. However, 
since right relationship is based on 
the "merit" of Christ’s work on the 
cross, then surely the relationship 
must continue on the same basis. 
Otherwise we start withgrace and end 
with works, or we start with Christ's 
merit and end with human merit; or, 
stated another way, we begin with 
gospel and end with law. Have we 
forgotten that our "status" is an im- 
puted status? that the righteousness 
of Christ hides (atones, covers) our 
sins from God, and that without this. 
divine covering we stand naked before 
God "clothed in the filthy rags of our 
own righteousness"? Who can stand 
alone in judgment and survive? 


Let us summarize the importance of 
"Justification by Faith'' with these 
fitting words by Robert D. Brinsmead: 


"This saving action of God whicl. 
was carried out in Jesus Christ is 
what the Bible calls 'the righteousness 
of God’. Rom. 1:17. It is efficacious 
for all who believe. That is what the 
entire Bible is about. When the Bible 
is read and understood in this frame- 
work, its message is as clear asthe 
noonday. But if the theme of Christ 
and justification by faith in Him slips 
out of sight or ls even moved from 
the center, the Bible is no longer 
clear..." (op cit., p.11). 
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